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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Annually, in accordance with Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1/
the University of California and the California State University and
Colleges submit to the Commission data on faculty salaries and the
cost of fringe benefits for their respective segments and for a group
of comparison institutions. 2/ On the basis of these data,
Commission staff develops estimates of the percentage changes 1n
salaries and the cost of fringe benefits required to attain parity
with the comparison groups in the forthcoming fiscal year. The
methodology by which these data are collected and analyzed 1s de-
signed by the Commission in consultation with the two segments, the
Department of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst.
Commission staff audits the data and prepares two reports--a pre-
liminary report in the Fall and a final report in the Spring--which
are transmitted to the Governor, the Legislature, and appropriate
officials.

In addition to the reports on the four-year segments, Califormia
Community College salary data has also been published beginning with
the Spring report for the 1979-80 fiscal year. This report was
developed as a result of a recommendation by the Legislative Analyst
1n his Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1979-80 which directed that the
California Postsecondary Education Commission "include community
college salaries and benefits in 1ts annual report on faculty
salaries.”

This final report contains ten chapters. Included are discussions of
segmental salary requests and projections from the comparison
institutions for both salaries and the cost of fringe benefits.
There 1s a chapter on economic conditions which includes comments on
the general economic status of the profession, a presentation of the
various indices for determining the cost-of-living, and an analysis
of the economic forecasts of several research groups. Other chapters
compare the financial welfare of faculty wvis-a-vis other
professional groups, review some of the studies of outside 1ncome
received by faculty, and discuss the problem of competition for
faculty from the business and governmental sectors The final
chapter presents Commission staff's findings and conclusions for the
1581-82 fiscal year.



History of the Salary Reports

The impetus for the faculty salary reports came from the Master Plan
Survey Team 1n 1960, which recommended that:

3. Greatly 1increased salaries and expanded fringe
benefits, such as health and group life insurance,
leaves, and travel funds to attend professional
meetings, housing, parking and moving expenses, be
provided for faculty members in order to make college
and university teaching attractive as compared with
business and industry.

8. Because of the continual change in faculty demand and
supply, the coordinating agency annually collect per-
tinent data from all segments of higher education 1n
the state and thereby make possible the testing of the
assumptions underlying this report 3/

For four years thereafter, the Legislature continually sought infor-
mation regarding faculty compensation, information which came pri-
marily from the Legislative Analyst in his Analysis of the Budget
Bill and from the Coordinating Council for Higher Education 1n its
annual reports to the Governor and the Legislature on the level of
support for public higher education. While undoubtedly helpful to
the process of determining faculty compensation levels, these
reports were considered to be insufficient, especially by the
Assembly, which consequently requested the Legislative Analyst to
prepare a specific report on the subject. &/

Early in the 1965 General Session, the Legislative Analyst presented
his report and recommended that the process of developing data for
use by the Legislature and the Governor in determining faculty com-
pensation be formalized. This recommendation was embodied in Senate
Concurrent Resolution No. 51, which specifically directed the Coor-
dinating Council to prepare annual reports in cooperation with the
University of California and the then California State Colleges

Since that time, the Coordinating Council and, subsequently, the
Commission, have submitted reports to the Governor and the Legisla-
ture. The first, a preliminary report, 1s released in December as an
aid to the Department of Finance 1n developing the Governor's Budget,
the second, a final report, 5/ 1s issued in the Spring for use by the
legislative fiscal committees during budget hearings.

In each of these reports, faculty salaries and the cost of fringe
benefits i1n California's four-year public segments are compared with
those of other institutions (both within and outside of Califormia)
for the purpose of maintaining a competitive position. 6/ Tradi-



tionally, other indices of faculty economic welfare, such as changes
in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) or comparisons with other occupa-
tional groups, have not been employed, since the original rationale
for the salary surveys was the maintenance of parity within the post-
secondary educational community rather than parity vis-a-vis the
cost-of-living or business and industry. Erosion 1in faculty
purchasing power was a minor concern since inflation was modest 1in
1965. The primary objective was to assure that California's publac
institutions would be able to attract and retain the most qualified
faculty members available and thereby at least maintain, and
hopefully improve, the quality of educational programs. Throughout
the 1960s, there can be lattle doubt that this 1is exactly what
occurred, since salary increases 1n most years were greater than the
increases in the CPI.

As the State enters the 1980s, it 1s apparent that economic condi-
tions have changed dramatically. As compensation has fallen behind
increases 1n the cost-of-living, economic data has become more
important and the reports have reflected this. Since 1t can be
argued that compensation for college and university teaching and
research have not kept pace with the cost~of-living, both the
segments and the organizations that represent their faculties have
insisted that the comparison approach 1s no longer adequate as the
sole 1indicator of salary need. Increasingly, they have pointed to
the dual conditions of purchasing power erosion and competition from
business and industry. As a result, the Commission has 1ncluded
sections on economic conditions in 1its reparts for the past several
budget cycles. In this, the fifteenth year of reporting, the
economic sections are larger and more comprehensive than 1in any
previous reports. In making this presentation, the Commission
believes that the information needed by the Governor, the
Legislature, and other interested parties will be provided



CHAPTER 11

SEGMENTAL REQUESTS FOR FACULTY SALARIES AND THE COST OF FRINGE
BENEFITS

Each year, the systemwide offices of the University and the State

University prepare requests for faculty salary range adjustments and
fringe benefit i1ncreases for approval by the Regents and the Trustees
and subsequent submission to the Governor and the Legislature. The
amounts requested and granted since 1965 are shown in Table 1, along
with the comparison methodology parity figures.

Although, as Table 1 shows, the average increase granted to State
University faculty is approximately 0.5 percent higher than that
approved for University faculty since 1966-67, the disparity has
been eliminated altogether since 1975. In fact, in the past 15
years, different amounts have been granted to the two four-year
segments on only five occasions.

University of California

On November 20 and 21, 1980, the University's Board of Regents dis-
cussed faculty salaries for the 1981-B2 fiscal year and approved a
request for a 9.5 percent increase. In the agenda item accompanying
the request (see Appendix G), 1t was noted that the parity
projections, which are based on data from the comparison
institutions, indicate the need for a 2.7 percent increase 7/ In
spite of that fact, the University argues that the higher amount 1s
needed 1n order to keep pace with the rate of inflation, as measured
by the predicted change 1n the Consumer Price Index. In recommending
the 9.5 percent figure, which 1s unrelated to the comparison
institution data, the Regents relied on the cost-of-living
projections of the UCLA Business Forecasting Project, the Bank of
America, and the Department of Finance for 1981-82. 8/

Previous Commission salary reports contained discussions of such
matters as the staffing pattern used by the University 1in making
parity projections and 1ts use of only the higher paying of the
comparison institutions to develop salary increase requests. For
the current cycle, the projected staffing pattern appears to be in
conformity with the trends that have been established over the past
ten years. (See Table 2.)

In prior years, the differences between the Unaversity's projections
and the actual staffing patterns have been as high as 14.2 percent
This year, the estimates are much closer as Table 2 indicates, For
this reason, the University's projections appear to be reasonable



TABLE 1

PERCENTAGE INCREASES REQUESTED BY THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA
STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES AND THE AMOUNTS
GRANTED BY THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE

1966-67 THROUGH 1981-82

University of
California

Year Requested Granted
1966-67 8.1% 2.5%
1967-68 7.5 50
1968-69 5.4 50
1969-70 53 50
1970-71 72 0.0
1971-72 11.2 0.0
1972-73 13.1 90
1973-74 6.4 54
1974-75 4.5 5.5
1975-76 11.0 7.2
1976~77 4.6 4.3
1977-78 6.8 5.0
1978-79 9.3 0.0
1979-80 16 0 14.5
1980-81 10 5 9.8
1981-82 9.5 ---

Totals 112.3%
Average 5.2%

CCHE/CPEC

California State Comparison
University and Colleges Methodoloqy
Requested Granted Result

U csic

11.2% 6.7% 2 5% 6 6%
8.5 5.0 6 5 B.5
10.5 7.5 5.5 10.0
5 2 5.0 5.2 52
7.0 0.0 7.2 70
13.0 0.0 11.2 13.0
13.0 B.4 13.1 13.0
7.5 7.5 6.4 8.8
5.5 5.3 4.5 4.2
10.4 7.2 11.0 9.7
7.2 4 3 4.6 4.6
8.5 50 5.3 5.3
2.9 0.0 3.3 33
14 4 14.5 10.1 10.1
11.0 9.8 5.0 0.8
17.7 -—- 58 0.5

129.0%
5 7%



Year
1971-72
1972-73
1973~74
1974-75
1975-76
1976-77
1977-78
1978-79
1979-80
1980-81 (Est.)

1981-82 (UC
Proj.)

1981-82 (CPEC
Proj.)

Difference
Between UC
and CPEC Proj.

TABLE 2

NUMBER OF FTE FACULTY AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA,
1971-72 THROUGH 1981-82

Associate Assistant

Professor Professor Professor
2,331.00 1,177.00 1,858.00
2,120.00 1,079.00 1,422.00
2,210.00 1,096.00 1,339.00
2,255.00 1,126.00 1,223.00
2,392.00 1,156.00 1,181.00
2,492.00 1,230.00 1,125.00
2,501 98 1,141.47 965.74
2,593.56 1,131.38 931 24
2,660.61 1,096.32 857.11
2,774.06 1,037.76 849.89
2,861 05 1,023.56 772.18
2,868.89 1,032 72 796.93
+ 0.3% + 0.9% + 3.2%

-6—

Total

5,366.

4,621.

4,645

4,644,

4,729

4,847

4,609.

4,656.

4,614

4,661

4,656.

4,698.

00

00

.00

00

.00

.00

19
18
04

71

79

54

9%



The other difficulty with last year's Regental request concerned the
use of only four of the University's eight comparison institutions to
derive the salary increase request. In both the preliminary and
final Commission reports for 1980-81, this technique was challenged
on the grounds that losses 1in real income "did not justify a
unilateral alteration of the methodology used by the Commission to
determine salary needs." 9/

This year, 1n making recommendations, the University has abandoned
the comparison methodology altogether as the State University did
some years earlier. The rationale for this change was stated by the
University's systemwide administration:

In periods of economic stability with low inflation rates,
comparison data provide a relatively good measure of
compensation requlirements. However, in the current
economic climate, comparison data based on historical
patterns (previous five years) fail to account
sufficrently for the likely actions of the comparison
institutions as well as the anticipated salary action of
other leading academic 1institutions. In addition, the
unique features of the California economy and i1ts effect
on the real income of faculty members are not sufficiently
recognized. As a result, this year, as in the previous
several years, projected inflation and other economic
circumstances must be an important consideration in
establishing compensation levels. 10/

The argument that the five-year rate of growth in comparison institu-
tion salaries can no longer predict the actual salary increases those
institutions will grant in the budget year 1s discussed thoroughly in
Chapter III. In that chapter, 1t 1s noted that the percentage
increase granted to faculty in the comparison group has been slowly
increasing over the past four years and that it has increased again
in the current year. For that reason, the University's argument has
some validity, at least in principle

California State University and Colleges

At 1ts November 12 meeting, the Board of Trustees of the California
State University and Colleges approved 1ts request for a faculty

salary range adjustment. The resolution making that request 1s as

follows:

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of the California State
University and Colleges, that the Governor and the
Legislature be urged to provide by 1981-82 funds
sufficient to permit an across-the-board increase of a

-7-



minimum of 11% in salaries for personnel in the
academic salary group, and be 1t further

RESOLVED, That, since the faculty of the California State
University and Colleges have fallen behind for the past
12 years and that their present salary reflects a
decline of 26.7% 1in real income during this period, the
Trustees hereby request the Legislature to address and
remedy this decline, under a formula previously adopted
which would gradually remedy this loss by an additional
6.7%, and be 1t further

RESOLVED, That the Governor and the Legielature be urged to
provide funds sufficient to permit fringe benefit
improvements equivalent to those granted other Etate
employees in 1981-82 including, 1f possible, a dental
plan.

The 11.0 percent request 1s based on the Trustees' estimate of the
rate of inflation in the 1981-82 fiscal year. The additional reguest
of 6.7 percent 1s based on the supposition that State Univers:ity
faculty have lost 26.8 percent of their "real income" between 1968-69
and 1980-81 and the recommendation that this loss be recouped over a
four-year period. The 6.7 percent represents one-fourth of the 26.8
percent figure (26.8 * 4 = 6.7). Thus, the Trustees' request 15 for
17 7 percent.

It should be remembered that the 1968-69 year was a high point for
State University faculty and that a choice of different years
produces very different figures. For example, 1f the 1960-61 year 1s
chosen as a base, State University faculty have lost only 3 2 percent
through the current year, 1980-81. If the year before that, 1959-60,
1s chosen as a base, State University faculty have actually gained
2.8 percent. If 1971-72 1s chosen, exactly ten years from the coming
budget year, the loss 1s only 15 3 percent. Further, 1f the Personal
Consumption Expenditures Index (PCE) 1s employed as a measure of the
cost-of-living, State University faculty show a gain of 6.4 percent
since 1960-61, a gain of 11.6 percent since 1959-60, and a loss of
only 15.3 percent since 1968-69. Table 3 shows the gains and losses
for State University faculty from several base years to the 1980-81
fiscal year



TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE GAINS OR LOSSES IN REAL INCOME FOR
FACULTY OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
FROM VARIOUS BASE YEARS TO 1980-81

Base Percentage Percentage
Year Increases Percentage Increase Gain/Loss
Through in for State University Real Income
1980-81 CPI PCE Faculty CPI PCE
1955-60 193.9% 167.3% 202.3% + 2 8% +11 6%
1962-63 183.7 156.0 165.2 - 7.0 + 3.5
1965-66 169.6 143.0 129.7 -17 4 - 5.8
1968-69 141.7 119.8 90.7 -26.7 ~15.3
1971-72 109.5 92.9 81.7 -15 3 - 6.2
1974-75 66.3 55.2 48.0 -12.4 - 4.9
1977-78 37 6 31.2 26.1 - 9.1 - 4.0

By way of explanation, Table 3 shows that the Consumer Price Index
has 1increased by 193 9 percent since 1959-60 through 1980-81,
assuming a current year rate of inflation of 11.0 percent. Usaing an
assumed current year rate of 10 O percent for the PCE, that index has
increased 167.3 percent since 1959-60. With the 9.75 percent
increased granted to State University faculty inm 1980-81, that
segment has had a 202.3 percent increase since 1959-60. When the
indices are compared to the faculty range adjustments, the results
are gains of 2.8 and 11 6 percent relative to the CPI and the PCE,
respectively, since 1959-60.

What clearly emerges 1s that the choices of both the 1968-69 fiscal
year and of the CPI as an index of inflation are uniquely favorable
to the advocates of substantial faculty salary increases, since
1968-69 was the year of greatest gain relative to the cost-of-living
and because losses are more pronounced when the CPI 1s used. From
the high point, losses 1n comparison to inflation diminish steadily,
regardless of whether a base period before or after 1968-6% 1s
chosen. This 1s not to say that losses in real income have not been
experienced because they most certainly have. It is to say that they
may not be as great as the Trustees indicate.

In reviewing the requests from both the Regents and the Trustees, 1t
seems clear that the comparison methodology has now been rejected
completely by both of the senior segments. This year marks the first
time that has happened since the University has, until now, relied
primarily on comparison data to develop 1ts requests. Last year, as
noted above, the Regents attempted to modify the comparison



methodology by employing only four of their eight comparison
1nstitutions but 1t was clear then, and 1s clearer now, that a strict
reliance on a predictive mechanism for comparable colleges and
universities is no longer acceptable to either segment In addition,
there has been a growing trend 1n the two central offices to consider
faculty as another group of State employees for salary purposes, a
trend which began with the recommendation by both governing boards
that faculty be treated the same as other State employees where
fringe benefits are concerned, and which 1s continuing 1nto the area
of general salary increases. It should also be mentioned that until
recently, the Governor and the Legislature have also considered
faculty to be a separate group

Over the past twenty years, or any intervening group of years, 1t
seems quite clear that the independence of the faculty, vis-a-vis
State employees generally, has not been beneficial to faculty Thais
fact 15 demonstrated in Table 4.

TABLE 4

PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN FACULTY SALARIES RELATIVE TO
STATE EMPLOYEES' SALARIES FROM VARIOUS BASE YEARS TO 1980-81

Base Percentage Percentage Percentage Gatn

Year Increases 1n Increases 1n Relative to
Through State Employee uc csuc uc csuc
1980-81 Salaries Salaries Salaries Salaries Salaries
1959-60 240 4% 171.6% 202.3% + 25.3% + 12 6%
1962-63 183.7 138 2 165.2 + 19 1 + 7.0
1965-66 154.0 112.2 129.7 + 19 7 + 10.6
1968-69 118 9 87.7 90.7 + 16.6 + 14.8
1971-72 97.0 78.8 81 7 + 10.2 + 8.4
1974-75 53.7 47.5 48.0 + 4.2 + 3.8
1977-78 25.6 25 6 25.6 0.0 0.0

What this table shows 1s that State employees have gained between 0.6
and 1.2 percentage points per year relative to University and State
University faculty since 1959~60. The specific average annual gains
from the same base years shown 1n Table 4 are shown in Table 5.

-10-



TABLE 5

AVERAGE ANNUAL PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCES IN SALARY
INCREASES BETWEEN CALIFORNIA STATE CIVIL SERVICE
EMPLOYEES AND FACULTY OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
FROM VARIOUS BASE YEARS TO 1980-81

Average Annual Gain
By Californmia State
Employees Relative to

University California

Base Year of State University
Through California and Colleges
1980-81 Faculty Faculty
1959-60 + 1.2% + 0 6%
1962-63 + 1.1 + 0.4
1965~-66 + 1.3 + 0.7
1968-69 + 1.4 + 1.2
1971-72 + 1.1 + 09
197475 + 0.7 + 06
1977-78 0.0 0.0

Thus, while State employees have gained ground relative to faculty
over the past iwenty years, the average annual gains have been
steadily reduced since 1968-69 and eliminated altogether over the

past three years when the range adjustments have been the same for
both groups.

As a final note on the faculty salary requests by the two four-year
segments, 1t should be remembered that neither governing board has
formally asked for the same increases granted to the State employees
for 1981-82. This request 1s formal with respect to fringe benefits
(see Chapter VII}. What has happened over the past three years 1s
that the Governor and the Legislature have granted the same increase
to faculty, non-facuity employees 1in higher education, and civil
service employees. Whether that practice will continue to be ex-
pressed 1in State budget decisions 1s unknown but i1t 1s clear that the
procedures which resulted in individual consideration of salary in-
creases have been abandoned, at least temporarily.

-11-



CHAPTER III

PROJECTED SALARIES AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE
CALTFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES REQUIRED FOR PARITY WITH
THE COMFARISON INSTITUTION GROUP PROJECTIONS, 1980-81 AND 1981-82

The projected 1980-81 and 1981-82 salaries for faculty at the
Universaity of California and the California State University and
Colleges are shown in Table 6. (See Appendices E and F for the
computation of these figures, as well as those for the cost of fringe
benefits.)

TABLE 6

ALL RANKS AVERAGE SALARY REQUIRED AT THE UNIVERSITY
OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
AND COLLEGES TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON
INSTITUTION PROJECTIONS FOR
1980-81 AND 1981-82

Comparison Comparison Inst.
uUC And CSUC Institutions' Projections Lead
Salaries Salary Projections UC And CSUC BY:
Institution in 1980-81 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81  1981-82
University of $32,664 $32,402  $34,543 -0 80% +5.75%
California
Calaifornia 529,012 827,382 29,013 -5.12% +0.50%

State University
and Colleges

* State University of New York, Albany and the Buffalo College of
Arts and Sciences and Miami University (Ohio) did not report data.
Based on past experience, this has the effect of depressing the
total comparison group average by approximately 1.0 percent. This
amount has been added to the CSUC figures for both 1980-81 and
1981-82 1in Table 6.

Table 6 shows that, the California segments currently enjoy a salary
advantage of between 0.8 and 5.1 percent. As a result, the
University and the State University will require increases of 5.75
and 0.5 percent, respectively in 1981-82 to equal the comparison
rnstitution projections.
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The projections contained in Table 6 are based on the salary increase
experience of the comparison institutions over a five-year period,
As noted earlier, there has been criticism of this technique on the
grounds that rapid changes in the cost-of-living and the salary
increases granted to comparison institutions tend to depress the
projections and show the California institutions in a more favorable
position than they actually are. In other words, while the five-year
average for a comparison group may be only s1xX percent, increases 1in
the current year may be sigmificantly higher, a circumstance which,
if true, would show the projected all-ranks average salary for the
comparisen group to be lower thanm 1t actually 1s and the California
institutions, for which current data are available, to be further
ahead than they really are.

In the two previous final reports on faculty salaries published by
the Commission, this 1ssue was examined 1in some detail and
comparisons made between the projected salaries in the comparison
institutions and the actual salaries that were reported after the
fact. This examination revealed that the projections were extremely
accurate with the average error being no more than +1 percent over
the past seven years. For the State University in the 1979-80 fiscal
year, the error was +0.6 percent, indicating that the reported parity
figure for that segment was actuwally 0.6 percent higher than 1t
should have been. In 1980-81, however, UC's comparison group came 1n
4.4 percent higher than predicted with CSUC's group reporting
salaries 3.4 percent higher.

Based on these updated figures, 1t seems clear that the criticism of
the projection method has more validity than in previous years.
Table 7 shows the average annual changes for each professorial rank
at both the University and the State Unmiversity for the five-year
period used to derive the parity figures in this report. It shows
average annual increases of between 5 65 and 6.73 percent depending
on the rank and comparison group surveyed. It also shows that the
changes are relatively consistent from year to year with only a few
exceptions. The percentage increases used to project the 1981-82
parity figures are about 6 percent for both the Umiversity and the
State University.

The annual report of the American Association of University
Professors (AAUP), which w21l be discussed briefly in Chapter IV,
reports that the average salary increase between 1978-79 and 1979-80
was 7.1 percent for all institutions; Category I institutions (the
category applicable to the University of Califormia) received an
average increase of 6.9 percent and Category IIA institutions (the
category applicable to the California State University and Colleges)
received an average increase of 7.9 percent.
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TABLE 7

ANNUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASES, RANK-BY-RANK
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA
STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS
1975-76 TO 1980-81

1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80

Segment and to to to to to
Rank 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-8] Average
Professor
uc 4.509% 5.40% 6.57% 7.45% 9 63% 6.73%
CcsuC 5.50 4.46 5.82 5.70 7.51 5.96
Associate
Professor
uc 3 69 5.75 6.28 7.22 8.96 6 34
Csuc 4.56 4.99 6.26 5 98 7 66 6 05
Assistant
Professor
uc 4.60 5.52 6.61 5.30 9.38 6.24
CSUC 4.10 4.93 5.78 5.89 g€ 00 5.79
Instructor
(CSUC Only) 5.25 4.51 5.23 5.32 7.06 5.65
All Ranks*
uc 4.37 5.48 6.53 7 18 7 41 6.19
csuc 5.11 4.64 5.91 5.78 7.59 5 80

*Weighted by University of California and California State University
and Colleges staffing patterns (see Appendices E and F).

-14—-



Another consideration arises from a recent article in the Chromicle
of Higher Education (October 27, 1980) which reports the results of a
survey of 2,400 faculty members in imstitutions of all types for the
1980-81 fiscal year. This survey derived 1ts data directly from
faculty members (rather than from the colleges and universities that
employ them) and shows an average increase between 1979-80 and 1980-
81 of 9.8 percent for institutions granting the doctorate degree and
8.1 percent for 1institutions granting graduate degrees but not
doctorates. Once again, these figures are much higher than would
normally be expected for the 1980-81 year.

It should be remembered that the average increases granted to the

University of Californmia's comparison institutions have, with one
exception, increased steadily for the past five years and, given the
recent article from the Chronicle, may be expected to continue that
trend. The increases for the State University's comparison group has
increased from an average of 4.4 percent 1n 1976-77 to 6.0 percent 1n
1980-81.

The significance of these figures 1s shown in several simulations 1n
Tables 8 and 9. They show parity figures for the University and the
State University based on growth rates of between six and ten percent
in the comparison group salaries rather than the rates used for Table
6 which produced the parity figures of +5.75 percent for the
University and +0 50 percent for the State University.

Over the past several years, the average annual increases in the
salaries for faculty at the University of California's comparison
group have been slightly higher than the increases for the State
University's comparison group, a fact which almost certainly has
contributed to the more favorable parity figures for the Universaty
in the 1981-82 projections. The reason for this 1s simply the fact
that the University of California's comparison institutions are
either more wealthy or more favored by State Legislatures than are
the comparable i1nstitutions for the State University, at least at the
present time.
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TABL

E &8

PROJECTED UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA PARITY REQUIREMENTS
USING ALTERNATIVE RATES OF GROWTH AT COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

Item

Comparison Insti-
tution 1980-81
Salaries
University of

California 1980-81
Salaries

Rate of Increase
in Comp Inst.
Salaries

Comparison Inst.
1981-82 Projection

Parity Requirement

Rate of Increase
C.I. 1981-82 Proj.

Parity Requirement

Rate of Increase
C.I. 1981-82 Proj.

Parity Requirement

Rate of Increase
C I. 1981-82 Proj.

Parity Requirement

Rate of Increase
C.I. 1981-82 Proj.

Parity Requirement

Associate Assistant
Professor Professor Professor All Ranks
$38,144 $25,635 $20,096 $32,402
38,330 25,466 21,214 32,664
6.0% 6.0% 6.0% -
40,432 27,173 21,302 34,346
- -- -- + 5.2%
7.0% 7 0% 7 0% --
40,814 27,429 21,503 34,670
-- -- -- +6.1%
8.09% 8 0% 8 0% -
41,196 27,686 21,704 34,994
- -- -- + 7.19%
9.0% 9.0% 9.0% -
41,577 27,942 21,905 35,318
-- -- -- + 8 1%
10.0% 10.0% 10 0% -
41,958 28,199 21,905 35,609
-- -- -- +9.0%
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TABLE 9

PROJECTED CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
PARITY REQUIREMENTS USING ALTERNATIVE RATES OF GROWTH

AT COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

Associate Assistant

Item Professor Professor Professor Instr. All Ranks
Comparison Insti- §31,614 524,216 §19,511 $15,099 527,237
tution 1980-81

Salaries

€Cal. St. Unmiv. & 33,270 25,785 20,965 18,385 29,012
Col. 1980-81

Salaries

Rate of Increase 6.0% 6.0% 6,0% 6 0% --
In Comp. Inst.

Salaries

Comparison Insti- 33,511 25,669 20,682 16,005 29,025
tution 1981-82

Projection

Parity Requirement - -- -- -- +0.1%
Rate of Increase 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% --
C.I. 1981-82 Proj. 33,827 25,911 20,877 16,156 29,299
Parity Requirement - - -- -- +1.0%
Rate of Increase 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% B.0% -
C.I. 1981-82 Proj. 34,143 26,153 21,072 16,307 29,572
Parity Requirement - - - -- +1.9%
Rate of Increase 9.0% 9.0% 9 0% 9 0% --
C.I 1981-82 Proj. 34,459 26,395 21,267 16,458 29,846
Parity Requirement -~ -- -- -~ +2 9%
Rate of Increase 10.0% 10.09% 10.0% 10.0% --
C.I. 1981-82 Pro; 34,775 26,638 21,462 16,609 30,120
Parity Requirement - -- -- -- +3.8%
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CHAPTER IV

FACULTY SALARIES AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

As noted 1n several previous faculty salary reports, both four-year
segments and several of their faculty organizations have relied to an
increasing extent on economic trends throughout the country to
Justify salary increases higher than the amounts indicated to be
necessary through a strict reliance on the comparison institution
projections. In particular, they have pointed to the annual changes
in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and to comparison studies which
have shown that faculty have lost ground not only to inflation but
also to other occupational groups. One of the faculty organizations,
the United Professors of California, has offered a considerable
amount of testimony which 1s designed to show that professionals in a
given field are paid considerably more by the business community than
they are by higher education institutions To this, the American
Association of University Professors (AAUP) has added its voice
through 1ts annual reports on the economic status of the profession
The opening paragraph of the most recent 1ssue of Academe, the
Association's official publication, set the tone:

Over the past year the economic status of college and
university professors suffered i1ts sharpest single-year
setback in memory. Despite relatively more generous
salary increases, the unexpectedly high inflation rate
produced greater declines in real salaries than were
reflected 1n even the most pessimistic forecasts in last
year's report. The prospects for the coming year are not
much better, 11/

The article goes on to show how salaries have declined both in "real"
terms (1.e., in relation to the increases 1n inflation) and 1n
comparison to other occupational groups.

Inflation refers to a condition of rising prices without a
corresponding rise in value. It means that the same food purchased
at a prier time costs more today and that the rent or purchase price
for living quarters 1s also increasing, as are the costs of fuel,
utilities, clothing, furniture, and virtually everything else. But
defining inflation and measuring 1t are two entirely different
problems and there 1s great dispute over the latter.

In the United States and in some other parts of the world, the
standard for measuring inflation has been the Consumer Price Index
(CPI) which 1s a measure of the increases in prices of a host of
goods and services normally purchased by consumers. The CPI includes
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measurements within seven broad categories and 45 subcategories of
expenditure. Within the subcategories, measurements are made of an
addrtional 208 goods and services, all of which are weighted to
reflect their relative importance to the overall average. All of
these 1tems are shown in Appendix I.

The principal complaint with the CPI concerns the welght given to
housing costs compared to other components of the 1index Housing
accounts for about 45 percent of the total with 21.3 percent related
directly to "Home purchase," and "Financing, taxes, and insurance."
By contrast, only 6.0 percent 1s allocated to changes in rental
rates. 12/ Since the costs of home purchase are heavily modified by
the tax advantages and capital appreciation that accrue to the buyer,
several respected analysts have argued that the CPI 1s skewed toward
a higher level than the "real" rate of inflation should indicate.

Other attacks on the CPI involve a number of value Judgments. For
example, the CPI gives a weight of 5.619 percent to the purchase of
gasoline which does not reflect recent reductions in gasoline
consumption caused by higher prices. Similarly, over the past few
years, new car purchases have declined and automobile maintenance
and repair costs increased. These and other significant changes may
not be reflected in the index since the weights were determined by
spending patterns that existed in 1972-73. 13/ Others criticize the
index on the grounds that it fails to include 1tems such as the cost
of privately controlled hospitals and sanitariums, international
exchange rates for Americans traveling abroad, and increases 1in
certain fringe benefits such as employer furnished meals and
clothing, the last of which could have a depressing effect on the
index. Finally, the CPI does not take into account the effect of
escalating tax brackets for both state and federal and income taxes,
a point about which more will be said later

Those who have criticized the CPI often suggest other indices to
measure 1ncreases 1in the cost-of-living Popular alternatives
include various price deflators including those for personal
consumption expenditures (PCE), the gross national product, and the
gross domestic product. In addition, the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(authors of the CPI) has alternative indices for producer prices,
consumer expenditures, and family budgets, as well as several
permutations and combinations of parts of the CPI such as "All items
less food,” "All items less home purchase and mortgage interest
costs,” "All items less medical care," "Commodities less food,"
"Nondurables," "Energy," and "All 1tems less energy," among others.
Looking at the debate and the host of indicators available, one 1s
frequently left with the impression of an impenetrable maze.

Of all of the indicators of inflation that are proposed as an
alternative to the CPI, the PCE appears to be receiving the most
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attention. Published by the U.S. Department of Commerce as a monthly
index samilar to the CPI, it measures Price increases according to a
slightly different formula. Principal among these differences 1s
the indexing of housing costs. The Bureau of Labor Statistics counts
increases 1n the cost of private homes and the financing costs
associated therewith as 1increases 1n the cost-of-living. The
Department of Commerce view 1s that home purchases are private
investments and that the cost of housing should be determined by
rental rates or rental equivalencies (1.e , the amount of money a
privately owned home would cost 1f 1t were rented). Commerce defines
housing as the "rent paid for tenant-occupied dwellings, the imputed
rental value of owner-occupied dwellings, and purchases of lodging
at hotels, motels, lodging houses, and school dormitories." 14/

A comparison between the CPI and the PCE 1s shown 1n Chart 1 for the
twelve year period between 1968-69 and 1980-81 The data for that
chart are shown 1in Table 10.

CHART 1

ANNUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN THE COMSUMER PRICE INDEX CCPI)
AND THE PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES INDEX CPCE>
1968-89 THROUGH |2360-81
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TABLE 10
COMPARISON BETWEEN THE ANNUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN THE

CONSUMER PRICE INDEX AND THE PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES INDEX
1968-63 TO 1980-81

Personal Consumption

Year Consumer Price Index Expenditures Index
1968-69 4.6% 4.2%
1969-70 39 4 9
1970-71 5.2 4 4
1971-72 3.6 4.1
1972-73 4.0 3.8
1973-74 9.0 B.3
1974-75 11.1 10.5
1375-76 7.1 6.1
1976-77 5.8 5.2
1977-78 6.7 60
1978-79 5.4 7.8
1979-80 13.3 10 8
1980-81 11.0 1o 0
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It 1s noteworthy that the PCE exceeded the CPI in only one of the
twelve years noted (1971-72) and was less than the CPI in the
remaining eleven  Undoubtedly, the effect of rapidly escalating
housing prices and financing costs over the past decade has had a
dramatic effect on the CPI. Overall, the average increase in the CPI
since 1968 has been 7.6 percent while that for the PCE has been 6 5
percent.

In recent years, the Bureau of Labor Statistics has been
experimenting with several alternative indices for homeownership
ctomponents. The most interesting of these for the purposes of thas
analysis 1s the "Rental Equivalence" measure which, according to
BLS, estimates "the rental value of all owner occupied homes in the
base period compiled from a specific question asked on the 1972-73
Consumer Expenditure Survey. This covers the entire stock of owned
homes." 15/ With this adjustment, the CPI begins to look much more
like the PCE index as shown 1in Table 11 and Chart 2, especially
during the past two years.

TABLE 11

COMPARISON BETWEEN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (CPI), THE RENT
EQUIVALENT INDEX FOR THE CPI, AND THE PERSONAL
CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES INDEX (PCE)

DECEMBER 1968 THROUGH DECEMBER 1980

CPI Rent
Year cPI Equivalent Index PCE
1968 4.7% 3.9% 4.2%
1969 6.1 5.2 5.1
1970 55 4.5 4.3
1971 3.4 3.5 4.0
1972 3.4 3.3 3.4
1973 8 8 8.5 8.2
1974 12.2 111 11 6
1975 7.0 6.6 5.9
1976 4.8 5.1 4.8
1977 6.8 6.3 5.7
1978 9.0 79 76
1979 13.3 10.8 10.9
1980 13.5 N/A 9.0
Average 7 6% 6 4% 6 5%

There are, of course, other difficulties with the CPI. First, the
BLS has never claimed that the CPI 1s truly a measure of the cost of
living. Their definition includes the following:
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CHART 2

CONPARISON OF THE CONSUMER PRICE IMDEX (CPI), THE RENT EQUIVALEMT
IKDEX FOR THE CPI, AMD THE PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPEMDITURES INDEX (PCE)
DECEMBER 7O DECEHBER 1908 THROUGH 1988
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The Consumer Price Index (CPI) measures the average change
in prices of all types of consumer goods and services
purchased by urban wage earners and clerical workers. The
index does not measure changes 1in the total amount
families spend for living, geographic area indexes do not
measure relative differences in prices or living costs
between areas. 16/ (Emphasis added)

Secondly, some claim that the CPI not only fails to measure inflation
accurately, it also contributes to 1t. As Kristine Dillon and Robert
Linnell note:

A very good case can be made that the technical basis of
the CPI 1s an important contributor to inflation About
one-quarter of the population has some income indexed to
the CPI (Social Security recipients, federal and military
retirees, many wage earners' union contracts and some
informal agreements). If the CPI overstates inflation, as
we will argue, then this vast group receiving CPI-indexed
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wage 1ncCreases will be given larger 1increases than
required to meet 1inflation which, 1in turn, will cause
additional inflation. 17/

A final criticism of the CPI (and of the PCE as well) concerns the
effect of income taxes and Social Security payments on disposable
income. Neither of these indices (nor any of the other indices
available) takes into account the effect of tax bracket escalation
caused by inflation or the effect of rising mandatory contributions
te the BSocial Security system, contributions which will undergo
another increase as of January 1981. This problem 1s discussed in
Appendix J.

One positive feature of the CPI that 1s unique 1s 1ts local, state,
and regional flexibility; 1t 1s the only major index that provides
any picture of the changes in the cost-of-living within California
and 1ts major metropolitan areas. The percentage increases for each
of these are shown in Table 12 Comparisons between the United
States CPI and the California CPI are shown in Chart 3 with further
breakdowns for the three SMSAs that comprise the California index
shown i1n Chart 4, 18/

In general, while the national, state, and local percentage
increases are very similar for the past ten years, there are a few
notable exceptions First, the ten-year average for the San Diego
area 15 a full percentage point higher than the national average and
nine-tenths of a point higher than the California average. In San
Diego, the CPI has run ahead of the national average for each of the
past six years and substantially ahead (four or more points) in the
last two. 1In turn, this has caused the CPI for California to be 1.3
percentage points higher than the national average for the 1979-80
fiscal year. This difference seems to be due almost entirely to
housing prices. For example, the cost of homeownership for the
entire nation since 1967 has 1increased 215.4 percent, a figure
exceeded only slightly by Los Angeles/Orange County over the same
period at 225.3 percent. In San Diego, however, the increase has
been 325.9 percent, the highest 1in the nation. To put this 1in
perspective, a home costing $20,000 in 1967 would cost an average of
$63,080 nationally (in 1980), $65,060 in the Los Angeles/Orange
County area, and $85,180 in San Diego. Because of the large weight
given to the costs of homeownership 1in the CPI, 1t 1s not surprising
that San Diego's average has run significantly ahead of both the
national and state indexes.

Anyone who has followed the course of the United States economy over
the past several years 1s aware that the task of projecting into the
future 1s fraught with difficulties. Among the many who offer
predictions of the future of inflation, three are mentioned here:
(1) the Bank of America's Economic Outlook 1981--California Report,
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ANNUAL CHANGES IN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX FOR THE UNITED STATES
CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH-ANAHEIM, SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND

TABLE 12

H

AND SAN DIEGO
1970~71 THROUGH 1979-80

Los Angeles-

Long Beach-  San Francisco-
u.s California Anaheim Oakland San Diego

Year CPI CPI CPI CPI CPI
1970-71 5.2% 4.6% 4.4% 4,6% 5.0%
1971-72 3.6 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.4
1972-73 4.0 39 4.0 4.2 4 7
1973-74 9.0 7.5 8.0 7.3 8.5
1974-75 11.1 11.6 11.5 11.2 11.5
1975-76 7.1 8.1 8.2 7.9 74
1976-77 5.8 6.3 6.9 5.7 5.9
1977-78 6.7 7.2 6.4 8.5 72
1978-79 9.4 B.9 8.7 9.3 14.1
1979-80 13.3 14.6 15.1 12.8 17.4
Average 7.5% 7.6% 7.7% 7.5% 8 5%
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(2) The UCLA Business Forecast for California, 1980 to 1984; and (3)
the current predictions of the Research Institute of America

The Bank of America's comments on 1981 as they relate to inflation
are as follows-

Despite slow growth and relatively high unemployment,
inflation predominates as the most serious problem in the
state. The rise in the California Consumer Price Index
w1ll moderate from the 15 percent expected in 1980, but a1t
will still remain in double digits in 1981, approximating
10 percent. As 1s true throughout the country, the
ascending costs of housing, energy, medical care, and food
are primarily responsible for continued 1nflation.

UCLA economists offer three possible alternatives as of their
December 1980 report with relative probabilities offered for each,
Those for the CPI and the PCE are shown in Table 13 and Chart 5.
Since the predictions are for calendar rather than fiscal years, some
interpolation of the data 1s required but 1f the most likely
scenario, "The UCLA Base Forecast," 1s used, the CPI would be 12 3
percent with the PCE being 9.7 percent in 1980-81. For 1981-82, the
predictions are for price increases of 10.5 and 9.8 percent,
respectively. Given this, the UCLA forecast 1s reasonably close to
the Bank of America prediction of approximately 10.0 percent.

The final projection comes from the Research Institute of America
(RIA), a Washington, D.C. based firm which publishes a weekly
newsletter of general economic news. Their prediction 1s for an
increase 1n the CPI of 11 to 12 percent over the next twelve months,
beginning October 1, 1980. This, of course, 1includes only three
months of the 1981-82 State fiscal year and the RIA has not offered
any estimates of the CPI rate for all of 1981-82. Their predictions

for CPI 1ncreases are, however, in the same general range as the
others.

Given all of these predictions, Commission staff 1s assuming (for the
purpoge of this analysis) rates of 11.0 percent for the CPI and 10.0
percent for the PCE in 1980-81. These rates are used in several

tables in this report.
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TABLE 13

PREDICTIONS FOR ANNUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN THE CONSUMER
PRICE INDEX AND THE PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES INDEX
MADE BY THE UCLA GRADUATE SCHOOL OF MANAGEMENT
1980 THROUGH 1983

Years
Item 1980 1981 1982 1983

Prediction No 1

"The Stagflation
Alternative Forecast"
(Probability ~- 20 Percent)

Consumer Price Index 13.5 12.0 11.3 12.6
Personal Consumption 8.5 10.3 10.8 11.2

Expenditures Index

Prediction No. 2
"The UCLA Base Forecast"
(Probabality -~ 60 Percent)

Consumer Price Index 13.5 11.0 9.9 9.1
Personal Consumption 9.5 9.8 3.8 9.3

Expenditures Index

Prediction No. 3

"Less Inflation Alter-
native Forecast"
(Probabality -- 20 Percent)

Consumer Price Index 13 5 I0.1 70 6.2

Personal Consumption 9.5 g 4 79 7.4
Expenditures Index
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CHAPTER V

COMPARISONS WITH OTHER OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

In this chapter, several comparisons between Califormia faculty and
other occupaticnal groups are presented with each compared, in turn,
to both the Consumer Price Index and the Personal Consumption Expen-
ditures Index. The first two of these, Tables 14 and 15, compare

increases 1n the inflation indices and across-the-board increases
for federal employees, California State employees, and University
and State University faculty since 1960-61. In addition, Charts 6,
7, and 8 contain graphic displays of the same data. Chart 6 shows

the full period between 1960-61 and 1980-81 with Chart 7 showing the
first ten years of the period and Chart 8 the years since 1970-71.

These tables and charts show that the decade of the 1960s was a
favarable one for public employees 1n general and for Calaformia
State employees 1n particular since their across-the-board increases
were almost twice as high as the annual change in the inflation rate
Faculty fared well also as the average for the University and the
State University was also considerably higher than the increases in
the cost~of-living indices, although not as high as for the federal
civil service. In the 1970s, however, only State employees kept pace
with the PCE while no group (including State employees) was able to
match the average increase in the CPI. Thus, the statement that
faculty have lost ground 1n real dollar terms over the past ten years
1s certainly accurate even though a consideration of the prior ten
years shows that University of Califormia faculty are currently
about 8.2 percent behind the CPI since 1960 while State University
faculty are slightly ahead (by 2.9 percent relative to the CPI).

Tables 16 and 17 show actunal dollar and indexed values for California
associate professors and seven other professional groups surveyed by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics The salaries for the comparison
occupations range from 26.6 percent below to 20.0 percent above the
average salaries for University associate professors in 1961-62 and
20.9 percent below to 29.3 percent above the average salaries for
State University associate professors 1in the same year
Unfortunately, the data compiled by the Bureau are current only
through 1979. 19/

It should also be noted that the rank of associate professor has been
used 1instead of an all-ranks average since the latter i1s distorted by
the increase in the number of faculty at the professor rank. When
the comparisons are made between California faculty and faculty at
comparison institutions, this distortion can be eliminated by using
a common staffing pattern for all but this cannot be done for the
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TABLE 14

COMPARISON BETWEEN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX,
THE PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES INDEX, AND
INCREASES FOR FEDERAL AND STATE EMPLOYEES AND
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES FACULTY
1960-61 THROUGH 1980-81

Federal State University Calif, State

Civil Civil of University

Year CPI PCE Service Service California and Colleges
1960-61 1.3% 1.5% 7.6% 6.2% 7.5% 7 5%
1961-62 1.1 1.2 0.0 6.0 6.0 00
1962-63 1.2 1.6 0.0 6.6 0.0 6.0
1963-64 1.3 1.6 5.6 6.1 5.0 5.0
1964-65 1.5 1.4 8.7 0.8 0.0 0.0
1965-66 2.3 2.3 0.0 4.4 7.0 10.0
1966-67 2.9 2.8 6.6 4.5 2.5 6.7
1967-68 3.6 3.2 4.5 5.1 5.0 5.0
1968-69 4.6 4.2 4.9 5 7 5.0 7.5
1969-70 5.9 4.9 9.1 5.6 5.0 5.0
1970-71 5.2 4.4 6.0 5.2 0.0 00
1971-72 3.6 4.1 60 0.0 0.0 0.0
1972-73 4.0 3.8 5.4 9.0 9.0 8.4
1973-74 3.0 8.3 5.2 11.7 5.4 7.5
1974-75 11.1 10.5 4.7 5.3 5.5 33
1975-76 7.1 6.1 5.4 6.7 72 7.2
1976-77 5.8 5.2 5.0 6.6 4.3 4.3
1977-78 6.7 6.0 7.0 7.5 5.0 5.0
1978-79 9.4 7.8 5.5 0.0 0.0 o0
1979-80 13.3 10.8 70 14.5 14.5 14 5
1980-81 (11.0) (10.0) (8.0) 98 9.8 9.8
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TABLE 15

COMPARISON BETWEEN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX,

THE PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES INDEX, AND
INCREASES FOR FEDERAL AND STATE EMPLOYEES AND
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES FACULTY (INDEXED)
1860-61 THROUGH 1980-81 20/

Federal State University Calif. State

Civil Civil of University

Year CPI PCE  Service Service California and Colleges
1959-60 100 0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
1960-61 101 3 101 5 107.6 106.2 107.5 107.5
1961-62 102.4 102 7 107.6 112.6 114.0 107.5
1962-63 103 6 104.4 107.6 120.0 114.0 114.0
1963-64 105 0 106.0 113.6 127.3 119.6 119.6
1964-65 106.6 107.5 123.5 128.3 119.6 119.6
1965-66 109.0 110.0 123.5 134.0 128 ¢ 131.6
1966-67 112.2 113.1 131.7 140.0 131.2 140.4
1967-68 116.2 116.7 137.7 147.2 137 8 147.5
1968-69 121.6 121.6 144.5 155.5 144.7 158.5
1969-70 128.7 127.5 157.6 164.3 151 9 166.4
1970-71 135.4 133.2 167.1 172 8 151.9 166.4
1971-72 140.3 138.6 177.1 172.8 151.9 166.4
1972-73 145.9 143.9 186.7 188.3 165.6 180 4
1973-74 159.0 155.8 196.4 210.4 174 5 193.9
1974-75 176.7 172.2 205.6 221.5 184.1 204.2
1975-76 189.2 182.7 216.7 236.4 197.4 218 9
1676-77 200.2 192.2 227.5 252.0 205.9 228 3
1977-78 213 6 203.7 243.5 270.9 216.2 239.8
1978-79 233 7 219.6 256.8 270.9 216.2 239.8
1979-80 264.8 243 3 274.8 310.2 247.5 275.5
1980-81 (293.9) (267.3) {296.8) 340.4 271 6 302.3
Ave. Annual

Increases:

1959-60 to 5.3% 4 8% 5.3% 6.0% 4.9% 5 4%
1980-81

1959-60 to 2.8% 2.6% 4.8% 5.1% 3.9% 4.7%
1970-71
1670-71 to 8§.19% 7.2% 5.9% 7.0% 6.0% 6 2%
1980-81
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CHART 8

COMPARISON OF THE CPI, THE PCE  FEDERAL EMFLOYEE SALARY INWCREASES
STATE EMPLOYEE SALARY INCREASES, AND UC & CSUC FACULTY SALARY INCREASES
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Legend: A -— Consumer Price Index
B —- Personal Consumption Expenditures Index
C -- Federal Civil Service Employees Salary Increases

D -- State Civil Service Employees Salary Increases
E -- University of California Faculty Salary Increases

F -~ California State University and Colleges Faculty
Salary Increases

Sources : CPI -- Handbook, page 397; PCE —-— Survey, page 38; Federal
Civil Service —- Handbook, page 371 and the Office of Per-
sonnel Management; State Civil Service -- California State
Department of Finance; University of California faculty
salaries —- Coordinating Council for Higher Education and
Califernia Postsecondary Education Commission annual salary
reports; California State University and Colleges faculty
salaries -- CCHE and CPEC annual salary reports.
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groups displayed in Tables 16 and 17; thus, a single rank has been
chosen to reflect more accurately the actual changes. To some
extent, there 1s distortion here too since the number of faculty at
any given step can affect the average for the entire rank.
Nevertheless, 1t 1s still preferable to the all-ranks average in this
case.

What Tables 16 and 17 and Chart 9 show is that every group surveyed
except Job Analysts has received greater increases since 1961-62
than University of Califormia associate professors and that five of
the seven groups have received greater increases than California
State University and Colleges associate professors. Within a per-
centage point or two, this conclusion applies equally well to full
professors and to assistant professors as well, as Table 20 will
demonstrate. During the 1960s, the average increase for the seven
comparison occupations was 51.6 percent compared to 46.4 percent at
the University and 50.7 percent at the State University, a difference
of between 0 9 and 5.2 percentage points depending on the segment.
In the 1970s, however, at least through 1979-80, the comparison pro-
fessions fared even better with an average increase of 82.4 percent
compared to 66.3 percent at the University and 73.4 percent at the
State University, differences of between 9 0 and 16.1 percentage
points for the nine-year period involved. Thus, while 1t 1is
generally recognized that Califormia faculty salaries outpaced the
cost-of-living in the 1960s and fell behind it in the 1970s, other
professional groups were doing better in both decades.

These findings are consistent with those reported by the AAUP and the
latter are shown in Tables 18 and 19. The first shows salaries for
federal employees at three grades, data from a publication of the

Bureau of Labor Statistics, and average all-ranks salaries from the
AAUP's own report. The second table shows losses 1in real income for
the same groups. In Table 18, salaries for the University and the

State University for the same year as the AAUP data have been added

The salaries listed for faculty in Table 18 are based on nine months
of employment while those for the other occupations are for eleven.
If adjustments are made, all of the faculty averages increase by a
factor of 22,2 percent (the difference between nine months and
eleven). This raises the AAUP all-ranks average to 524,591, the
University of California average to $30,967 and the State University
average to $27,379. Yet, even with this adjustment, faculty salaries
are only raised to levels between Buyer IV and Director of Personnel
ITI, still far below such occupations as engineers, chemists, and
attorneys,

Comparable changes for University and State University faculty are

shown 1n Table 20 which 1s noteworthy in one respect. In spite of
the fact that faculty at every rank at both segments lost a consider-
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TABLE 19

COMPARISON OF CHANGES IN REAL SALARIES FOR INDIVIDUALS

IN OTHER PROFESSIONAL AND TECHNICAL GROUPS

Percentage Change in Real Salaries

1969-70 1969-70
Occupational Groups to to
1979-80 1974-75
Academic Salaries
Professor - 18.4% - 7.9%
Associate Professor - 18.4 - 7.6
Assistant Professor - 19.3 - 8.2
Instructor - 18.2 - 7.2
All Ranks - 18 43 - 7.8%

Average Salaries 1in Selected
Professional and Administrative
Positions in Private Industry

Auditor III - 4.3 - 0.5
Accountant IV + 146 - 0.2
Chief Accountant IV + 11.2 + 4.9
Attorney IV - 0.3 + 0.8
Attorney VI - 2.1 - 3.4
Chemist V - 3.1 - 4.2
Chemist VII - 5.5 - 6 6
Engineer VI - 5.3 - 4.6
Engineer VIII - 4.8 - 25
Job Analyst IV - 4.5 + 0.1
Buyer IV - 19 - 1.4
Director of Personnel III + 3.5 + 70

Basic Annual Pay Rates for

Professional and Admainistrative

Employees of the Federal Government
Grade P8 or GS-15 + 0.6 - 7.7
Grade P6 or GS-13 + 0.8 - 8.5
Grade P4 or GS-11 + 4.7 - 72

Source- Academe, page 271 for academic and federal civil service
salaries only. Percentage changes for positions in pri-

vate industry were derived by Commission staff,
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able amount to the comparable changes in the Consumer Price Index,

the average salary decreased only slightly and actually increased at
the University of California between 1969-70 and 1974-75, a period of
time in which no across-the-board increases were granted in two of

the five years involved. At the State‘Univer51ty, although ground

was lost 1n real dollars in all of the;perlods surveyed, the losses
for the all-ranks average salary were substantially less than those
experienced at each rank. |

The answer to this seeming anomaly lies in the computation of the
averages themselves since they are based on the staffing pattern in
place 1n any year surveyed. If there 15 movement to the upper ranks,
the averages will tend to be hagher since the higher paying ranks
will contain more people, consequently receive a greater weight, and
move the averages upward. Thus, the fact that the averages appear to
have lost very little ground to the CPI since 1969-70 probably
represents a distortion of reality in this case. In short,
California faculty have kept pace with inflation only because they
have been promoted to higher ranks iand not because of range
adjustments designed to meet the inflationary spiral. It was for
this reason that a single rank, rather:than the all-ranks average,
was used for Tables 16 and 17.

In September of 1980, the American Association for Higher Education
(AAHE) published an article which states that the economic position
of the professoriate has deterlorated.igl/ It contains information
not included by the AAUP such as alternative price indices (to the

CPI) which show lower rates of inflation and more detailed data on

occupational comparisons. Using the same occupational classifica-
tions (and several others) used by the AAUP and relying on the data
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the AAHE makes note of the fact
that other professional groups have made gains relative to faculty

since 1973 1in every category mentioned.
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CHANGES IN REAL SALARIES FOR FACULTY AT THE

TABLE 20

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
1969-70 TO 1979-80

Segment and Faculty Rank
University of California
Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor
All Ranks

California State University
and Colleges

Professor

Associate Professor
Assistant Professor
Instructor

All Ranks

Percentage Change in Real Salaries

1969-70
to
1979-80

- 17.7%

- 18 0%

- 6.6}
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CHAPTER VI
SUPPLEMENTAL INCOME AND EXTERNAL COMPETITION FOR TALENT

As noted 1in Chapter V, almost all comparisons between faculty
salaries and the salar1es of other profe531onal groups omit one
important point, the fact that academic salaries are based on
approximately nine months of employment while those to which they are
compared are based on approximately elleven. The shorter work year
for faculty certainly provides time for additional income and this
fact has raised questions about the use of that time. For example,
all of the studies that have emanated\from the academic community
point to the salary deficiencies of faculty relative to the cost of
living and to other occupations but the question remains whether
salaries have really lagged behind when "full- -year'" earnings are
considered. In addition, ethical questions have been raised about
research, teaching, and other respomsibilities taken on by faculty
in addltlon to their normal responsibilities.

There 1s a considerable body of data on the outside activities of
faculty In this regard, the previously mentioned study by Dillon
and Linnell may be a good point of departure. 22/ It indicates that,
because of supplemental income, faculty are not 1n as poor an
economic position as the data from the AAUP might indicate. They
also noted a study by Everett Carll Ladd and Seymour Martin Lipset
23/ which showed that "85 percent of faculty at both doctoral and the
broader group of doctoral, comprehensive, and liberal arts
institutions earned some supplemental‘lncome in 1974 .," and
produced a table which showed the distribution of the sources of that
income (see Table 21). More recent f1gures developed by Dillen,
Linnell, and Marsh 24/ for the 1977-78 academic year give an
1nd1catlon of the types of faculty members that receive income from
supplemental activities. These figures are shown in Table 22.
Finally, even more recent data have been published by John Minter
Associates for 1979-80 25/ which indicate that 83.0 percent of
faculty at four-year institutions other than liberal arts colleges
receive some outside 1ncome and thatﬂ among those receiving any
income at all, the average amount received ranges from a low of
$4,118 for associate professors at coﬁprehen31ve universities and
colleges to $7,404 for full professors at research universities The
highest participation rate occurs among full professors at private

research universities where 93.8 percent are engaged 1n some outside
work.

Table 22 shows that professors recelﬁlng the greatest number of
opportunities for outside 1income and| the largest supplemental
incomes are 1n those disciplines most useful to the business
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TABLE 21

PERCENT OF FACULTY INDICATING FIRST OR SECOND
LARGEST SOURCE OF SUPPLEMENTAL INCOME

1974-751
Percentaqe
A11 Doctorate/
Doctorate Comprehensive/
Source of Income Institutions Liberal Arts
Summer Teaching 27% 399
Teaching Elsewhere 10 12
Consulting 37 29
Private Practice 7 7
Royalties 15 12
Lectures/Speech Fees 15 13
Research Salaries 18 14
"Other" Sources 20 20
No Supplemental Income 11 11
TABLE 22

SUPPLEMENTAL INCOME AS A PERCENTAGE OF BASE SALARY
FOR FACULTY IN ELEVEN ACADEMIC DISCIPLINES
AT TWELVE RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES*

1977-78

Percent for Percent Percent

Percent for Faculty Earning With Without

Total Group Any Outside Inc. OQutside Outside

Discipline Number Percent Number Percent Earnings Earnings

Englash 235 9.6% 134 16.7% 57.0% 43.0%

Foreign

Language 146 4.3 51 12 3 34.9 65.1
Philosophy 64 7.0 33 14,2 51.6 48.4
Psychology 188 13.4 148 18.0 78 7 21 3
Economics 101 11.8 63 19.6 62 4 37.6
Sociology 76 15.4 52 21.7 68.4 31.6
Chemistry 115 18.0 92 22.1 80.0 20.0
Physics i2é6 17.0 105 + 20.6 83.3 16.7
Biology 147 14.8 108 - 19.7 73.5 26.5
Business 284 22.8 246 26.7 B6.6 13 4
Engineering 534 19.0 438 23.1 820 18 0

Totals 2,016 15.8% 1,470 21.5% 72.9% 27.1%

*Surveyed institutions included: Columbia U., U. of Michigan, U. of
Missouri, U. of Pennsylvania, U. of Pittsburg, Princton U., U. of
Rochester, Syracuse U., U. of Southern Cal., Tulapne U., Vanderbilt
U , and the U of Wisconsin
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community. For example, the highest participation rates are i1n the
fields of business, physics, engineering, and chemistry (in that
order) while the lowest are in foreign languages, philosophy,
English, and economics. Those faculty earning the most money are 1n
business, engineering, chemistry, and bhy51cs and those earning the
least 1n relation to base salary are in foreign languages,
philosophy, English, and economics, exactly the same group as
before. Overall, 72.9 percent of the faculty surveyed earned
supplemental 1income equal to at least one percent of their
institutional salaries but 1t 15 clear that the variance 1s very
great from discipline to discipline.

Several voices withan the academic community have pointed to these
findings with increasing concern Dillon and Linnell highlight some
of the dangers:

These data comparing earnings }from research versus
teaching take on additional meaning when the findings from
our work with the Ladd-Lipset data are recalled. While
faculty who earned more supplemental income did more
research and were no less involved 1n institutional
affairs, they did spend less time teaching and were less
interested in teaching relative to research. Furthermore,
the 1income variable most negatively correlated with time
spent teaching was not supplemental income, but base
salary.

If financial 1incentives are such that trad:itional
institutional activities appear to be rewarded less than
1n previous years while "extra" activities result mot only
in more competitive earnings but also 1in higher
institutional salaries, many faculty will reach the
conclusion that their universities want them to be
involved 1in am 1ncreased share o supplemental
professional work. In fact, comparison of proportional
numbers of four-year college faculty invelved 1n
consulting for pay indicates this is exactly what has been
happening over time. According to survey responses from
1962 to 1975, the proportion of faculty doing paid
consulting increased from 13% to 48%. 26/

The question of outside i1ncome 1s a serious one for higher education.
When purchasing power diminishes due to inflation, 1t 1s inevitable
that employees, including faculty, will seek additional compensation
from other sources. In many professions, this may not be detrimental
but 1n colleges and universities, the existence of several employers
can diminish institutional loyalties and i1dentities with the result
that sound planning and a concern for good teaching may be relegated
to a level of secondary importance
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External Competition for Talent

A problem related to that of faculty external activities or
"moonlighting" 1is that of competition from business, industry, and
government for the most talented young graduates. In the past few
vears, higher education 1institutions| have had an increasingly
difficult time recruiting talented new faculty members 1n certain
fields, especially in business related and high technology areas At
present, most of the "evidence'" for this 1s anecdotal since 1t 1s
very difficult to compile statistics on the number of people who
don't join a particular faculty. Nevertheless, the number of voices
being added to the proposition that recruiting is becoming more
difficult, as well as the stridency of hany of them, begins to create
the impression that the problem 1s a real one 1in some disciplines.

In the article quoted below, the problem was discussed:

Universities are finding 1t almost impossible to recruit
new faculty members in some technical subjects The
shortage 1s most acute 1n computer science, where
overworked departmental chairmen are talking freely of an
academic manpower crises. The supply of young faculty
members 1s also drying up ominously 1n many engineering
disciplines, though engineers are generally not as badly
off as their computing colleagues. 27/

The article goes on to note that the College Placement Council
reported that "engineers got 63 percent of all offers received by
this year's graduates," nationwide. Also, and of particular note 1n
California are these comments:

- . . 1n practice everyone has to bend to the winds of the
Job market.

For example, the University of California has no salary
differential between subjects, in theory. But in fact the
administration has some flexibility to appoint individuals
to higher points on the scale. "It 1s entirely possible--
and 1t often happens--that an assistant professor in
engineering or economics (another shortage subject) might
receive the same salary as an associate professor in
history or English,” said UC president David Saxon.

However, the new chanceller of UC Berkeley, Michael
Heyman, said: "My intuition tells me that whatever you do
to differentiate, you cannot do it by more than about 20
percent, or the rest of the faculty will find it
unacceptable."
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But at many institutions the differences between starting
salaries are already at least 20 percent. Accurate
figures are not available, but anllnformal survey suggests
that a new assistant professor at an American research
university today could expect to draw a salary of $18,000
in the humanities and $23,000 in computer science. 28/

Certainly, the problem 1s not confined to research universities and
may well be more severe in the California State University and

Colleges, where budgetary (and salary) flexibility has generally not
been as great as at the University of California In a recent agenda
item presented to the Board of Trustees on September 23, 1980, the
case for a more flexible salary structure was presented, a major part
of which dealt with what might be termed "high competition" fields.

recent developments have significantly increased the
limitations of the present salary scale and have made 1t
1mperative that the scale be modified. (One) of these 1s
increased competition for qualified faculty. As students
move 1nto fields which they believe will lead to jobs, we
have seen a continuous increase in the number of students
majoring 1n such fields as engineering, accounting,
nursing, craiminal justice, and computer science.
Unfortunately, these are the very fields in which there 1s
the most competition for faculty from business, industry,
and public agencies

At the meeting where this item was| discussed, several State
University presidents stated strongly that they were unable to hire
qualified faculty 1n the fields listed in the agenda i1tem and
reported several 1nstances of long-term vacancies and the filling of
some positions with marginally qualified individuals.

It has long been known that the State University's salary system,
compared to those of most colleges and universities across the
country, 1s unusually rigid. At the four ranks of instructor through
full professor there are five steps at each rank and "merit"
increases through those steps are virtually automatic. The effect of
this system can be seen in Charts 10 through 13 where the percentage
of faculty at the fifth step of each rank has steadily increased as
of the 1979-80 academic year. The new |proposal, which was approved
by the Trustees in January 1981, 1s shown in Table 23 and contains
forty-two steps rather than the twenty that currently exist. It
leaves the current salary system intact with five step ranges for
each of the four ranks and automatic increases each year through the
fifth step. After that, ten steps with 2.5 percent intervals are
added for assistant professors and six additional steps for
associate professors and professors, also with 2.5 percent
increments. According to the Trustees, the system would work as
follows:
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TABLE 23

|
EXISTING AND PROPOSED ACADEMIC SALARY STRUCTURES
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

1980-81 |
EXISTING STRUCTURE | P#OPOSED STRUCTURE
|
I $16,392 I $16,392
n n ‘
s 17,160 s 17,160
t t |
r 17,964 A $17,694 r 17,964 A $17,964
u 5 u S‘
c 18,804 s 18,804 c 18,804 % 18,804
t t t C
o 19,692 19,692 o 19,692 | 19,692
r P r P
r 20,616 | r 20,616
a ‘ 01
£ 21,600 £ 21,600
---------- 22,104
A $22,620 22,620 A $22,620
5 | 23,148 s
s 23,700 . 23,700 s 23,700
o 24,252 o
24,828 . 24,828 24,828
P 25,404 P
r 26,004 26,004 r 26,004
0 26,628 o
£ 27,252 27,252 f 27,252
---------- } 27,900
P $28,560 | 28,560 P $28,560
r | 29,244 r
o 29,940 29,940 o 29,940
£ 30,648 f
e 31,380 31,380 e 31,380
s 5
s 32,892 s 32,892
Q o}
r 34,476 r 34,476
35,304
36, 144
37,008
__ 37,896
38,808
Notes: Movement into steps hizher than the 39,732

current maximum at any rank requires
the approval of the caxpus president
who is not permitted to delegate the
responsibility
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Movement in the lower steps would be as i1t 1s at present.
Movement into the upper steps would require a merit review
or the establishment that the move was necessary to
respond to competitive salary pressures. Merit reviews
would be conducted according to procedures adopted by each
campus with the provision that the review must involve all
present Trustee criteria for retention, tenure, and
promotion and must i1nclude peer and administrative review.

The Trustees estimate that the implementation of the new system will
cost an additional $1.6 million.

The proposal finally approved by the Trustees is a significant
departure from the original i1dea offered by the State University's
Chancellor which called for a f1fty-$even step system and merit
review at every stage of the process. Technically, the State
University, like the California C1V1llServ1ce, already has a merit
system but the practice has evolved of granting merit increases to
all but the most unworthy employees. Commonly, the pumber of faculty
members who de not receive a merit increase 1s less than one percent
of those eligible. It 1s for this reason that merit increases are
considered to be virtually automatic in that system, a fact which led
the Chancellor to conclude that no real "merit" system exists and to
propose the alternative.

At several Trustees' meetings where the new schedule was discussed,
there was very strong opposition from faculty groups, particularly
the faculty unions which felt that the entire subject should be left
to collective bargaining negotiations, , As a result, a compromise was
reached which protected the automatic features of the current system
but added incentives for higher pay based on peer review and
additional State funds. The original proposal also included three
"super steps" for distinguished professors but these were eliminated
by the Trustees.

The effect of a system with automatic merit increases 1s clearly seen
in Charts 10 through 13 and Table 24.' As of the 1979-80 academic
year, 6l1.4 percent of the faculty at the three professorial ranks are
at the top step For full professors, that percentage rises to 67 7
percent and has been increasing steadily over the past several years,
In contrast, the University of California has operated with a merit
system for decades and shows virtually no impaction at any rank, as
shown 1n Table 25. As an example, only 4.0 percent of the Univer-
sity's full professors are at the top $tep 1n the current year It
is for this reason that a beginning faculty member 1s actually better
off in the State University system for|the first twenty-three years
even though the University has a higher salary structure This 1s
shown 1n Table 27 and Charts 15 through|18. The University's current
salary structure 1s shown in Table 26,
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Rank
Professor

Number
Percent

Associate
Professor

Number
Percent

Assistant
Professor

Number
Percent

Totals

Number
Percent

TABLE 24

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
FACULTY DISTRIBUTION BY RANK AND STEP

1979-80
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Totals
489 463 472 436 3,893 5,753
8.5% 8.0% 8.2% 7.6% 67.7% 100 0%

346 399 445 500 1,512 3,202
10.8 12.5 13.9 15.6 47 2 100.0

36 g4 252 274 1,284 1,940
1.9 4.8 13.0! 14 1 66.2 100.0

871 956 1,169 1,210 6,689 10,895
8 0 8 8 10.7 11.1 6l.4 100.0
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THSTRUCTOR

$15,800

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR

1
2

3

Notes:

$18,600
19,400
20,500
21,800
23,100
24,500

(2)
(2}
(2)
(2)
(2
(2)

(4 3)
(5.7)
(6.3)
(6.0}
(6.1)

TABLE 26

ACADEMIC SALARY STRUCTURE

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

1980-81

ASSOGIATE PROFESSOR |

1
2

3

$23,200 (2}
(6.0)

24,600 (2)
(6.1)

26,100 (2)
(B.4)

28,300 (3)
(10 6)

31,300 (3)

Single mumbers in parenthesis (e.g, (2)) 1mdi-
cate the normal number of yearg at that step.
Other pumbers In parsntheais (e.g. €4.3),
(8.4), etc.} indicate the percentage differ-
encea between atape.

=57~

PROFESSOR
1 528,400
2 31,400
3 34,700
4 38,000
5 41,200
6 44,500
7 44,600

(3
(3)
(3
(3)
(-}
=)
=)

(10.6
(10.5
(9.5
(8.4
(3.0

(9.2



TABLE 27
SALARIES PAID TO UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES FACULTY
OVER A TWENTY YEAR PERIOD

Annual Salaries Paid*

Years of University of California State University
Service California and Colleges
1 $20,500 519,692
2 20,500 20,616
3 21,800 21,600
4 21,800 21,600
5 23,100 22,620
é 23,100 23,700
7 24,600 24,828
8 24,600 26,004
9 26,100 27,252
10 26,100 28,560
11 28,300 29,940
12 28,300 31,380
13 28,300 32,892
14 31,400 34,476
15 31,400 34,476
16 31,400 34,476
17 34,700 34,476
18 34,700 34,476
19 34,700 34,476
20 38,000 34,476

Total Compensaticn Received

First Five Years 107,700 $106,128
First Ten Years 232,200 236,472
First Fifteen Years 379,900 399,636
First Twenty Years 553,400 572,016

*It 1s assumed that professors in both systems begin at Assistant
Professor, third step. All salaries shown are geared to the 1980-81
salary schedules. It should be noted that University of California
professors make $808 more than State University professors the first
year and hold their advantage for about five and one-half vears, After
that, State University professors make more until almost the twenty-
fourth year of service. In terms of total compensation, University
professors make more for about seven and one-half vears after which
State University professors assume a lead for the subsequent sixteen

years. Finally, 1t must be emphasized that this comparison does not
apply in all cases.
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CHAPTER VII

PROJECTED COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES AND AT THEIR RESPECTIVE
COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

The projected 1981-82 cost of fringe benefits at the University of
California and the California State University and Colleges 15 shown
in Table 28.

Fringe benefits for faculty consist of retirement, Social Security,
unemployment insurance, Workmen's Compensation, health insurance,
life insurance, and disability insurance. The largest component of
the benefit package 1s retirement, which amounts to approximately 80
percent of all countable fringe benefits at the University and 70
percent at the State University. This single factor has a profound
effect on the usefulness of the data in Table 28, since the
employer's cost of providing a retirement program may bear only an
indirect relationship to the benefits received by the employee.

There are, of course, many different types of retirement programs 1in
operation across the country. Some are funded by public agencies,
some through private associations, and others through insurance
companies. In some cases, the public retirement program 1s self-
contained within the institution (e.g., the University of California
Retirement System--UCRS). In other cases, the program includes
public agencies outside of postsecondary education (e.g., the Public
Employees Retirement System--PERS, which includes State University
faculty and nonacademic employees along with most other State
employees) .

Because the payments to and the benefits from these fringe benefit
programs vary widely, 1t 1s virtually impossible to make a precise
determination of the benefits received by analyzing dollar
contributions. Additionally, there are the problems of vesting and
portability. Some retirement systems become vested with the
employee after only a year or two, while others require considerably
longer. A faculty member who works in one system for four years may
not yet have his benefits vested, while a faculty member i1n another
system may enjoy the vesting benefit. An employee who leaves a
retirement program prior to vesting receives no benmefits in spite of
the fact that payments have been made by his or her employer.
Further, some retirement programs permit an employee to carry the
employer's contributions with him when he goes to a new employer;
others do not This feature, generally referred to as "portability,"”
can be a major benefit, but 1t 1s not reflected in the cost figures
that are currently used to indicate the relative status of University
and State University faculty vis-a-vis their comparison groups.
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TABLE 28

ALL-RANKS AVERAGE COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA
STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES, REQUIRED
TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON INSTITUTION
PROJECTIONS FOR 1981-82

Comparison Projected
Institution Percentage
Cost of Projected Cost of Increase
Fringe Benefits Fringe Benefits Required:
Institution in 1980-81 in 1981-82 1981-82
University of $8,461 $6,101 27 8oyt
California
California State 58,021 55,515 -31.23%2
University and
Colleges

1. Adjusted for the effect of a +5.75 percent range adjustment.

2. Adjusted for the effect of a -0.50 Percent range adjustment

Another 1ngredient in the fringe benefit stew is the fact that not
all benefits are included in the current methodolegy. For example,
Some institutions may offer, i1n addition to retirement programs;
Social Security contributions, medical insurance, and the like, such
items as tuition waivers or reductions for dependents; free athletic
tickets, dental insurance; discounted housing; and similar
perquisites. Such financial incentives for faculty may not be
reflected in the comparisons at the present time since :t can be very
difficult to assign a monetary value to them, but they could have
much to do with the overall attractiveness of a university to a
prospective (or continuing) faculty member.

For these reasons, a caveat included 1in several previocus salary
reports should again be stressed: the reliability of the fringe
benefit data shown in Table 28 1s limited and should be used with the
utmost caution! Because of this, the segmental view that fringe
benefits for faculty should correspond to those for all other State
employees, 18 probably the most reasonable
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CHAPTER VIII

CALTFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY SALARIES

In his Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1979-80, the Legislative Analyst
recommended that the Commission include 1nformation on the Community
Colleges in i1ts annual report on faculty salaries. Ino response to
that recommendation, the Commission published a preliminary analysais
of Community College faculty salaries in the final salary report for
1979, one which considered data from the 1977-78 fiscal year. No
data were presented for 1978-79 (the then current year) since the
Chancellor's Office of the Community Colleges had abandoned such
data collection as part of the cutbacks resulting from Proposition
13

Subsequently, Commission staff proposed that submission of data on

Community College faculty salaries be formalized and the Legislature
appropriated $15,000 to the Chancellor's Office for that purpose,

the amount that office indicated would be needed. In August of 1979,
a letter was sent to the Chancellor detailing the specific i1nforma-
tion desired. Commission staff also requested that data for 1978-79
be provided by November 1, 1979, and that data for 1979-80 be forth-
coming by March 1, 1980. Data was to be submatted by March 1 for each
succeeding year (see Appendix L).

In the post-Proposition 13 era, the importance of this report has
increased. Prior to that time, 1t may well have been arguable that
information on Community College salaries was not relevant to the
discussion of State budget priorities on the grounds that the
Governor and the Legislature had no authority tec set such salaries
and also because less than half of the support for Community College
operations came from the State level. At the present time, however,
the State 1s providing over 70 percent of the funding for the
Community Colleges and since salaries represent the largest single
component of Community College budgets, 1t has become necessary for
State officials to consider how apportionments are being spent. Even
though the Legislature has no direct authority to set salaries at the
local level, it 1s very clear that the amount appropriated for
Community College support has a very strong, 1f indirect, effect on
salary levels As the State assumes a greater responsibility for
funding, the need for accurate and detailed information will
increase, particularly when the demands on State resources exceed
the revenues available to meet them.

This 1s the second year that the Community Colleges have submitted a
formal report to the Commission and i1t has been found that certain
problems are recurring that have made analysis difficult The types
of information submitted i1nclude the following:
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Full- and part-time faculty with totals given for headcount
faculty (including breakdowns for full-time, full-time with
overload assignments, and part-time faculty);

Total salaries paid,

Percentage salary range increases from the prior year, bon-
uses, salary ranges, and mean and median salaries;

Number of new faculty on both a full- and part-time basis,
Number of teaching days;
Number of units of average daily attendance (ADA);

Number of weekly faculty contact hours (WFCH) for ail
categories of faculty listed in 1 above; and

Compensation per WFCH for full-time faculty with overload

assignments and for part-time faculty. WFCH totals for full-
time faculty without overload assignments were deleted from
the report on the grounds that class hours do not represent

the full responsibilities of full-time faculty and might

therefore be misleading when compared to part-time faculty.

Although the report submitted for 1980-81 1s useful in a number of
respects, 1t also contains several serious inconsistencies and
omirssions. These fall into five categories:

1.

0f the seventy Community College districts in the State, data
on cost-of-living adjustments were missing for nineteen
districts In the 1979-80 report, data of this type were
absent for fifteen districts What this means 1s that the
average salaries listed for those districts for which range
adjustments were not updated are actually the prior year
salaries with adjustwents for merit increases, new hires,
retirements, and promotions. Thus, while the average
cost-of-living adjustment in those districts which granted
increases (51 districts) 1s 9.2 percent, those that did not
report but only reflected prior vyear averages with
adjustments showed an i1ncrease of only 1 7 percent.

In an effort to update the Chancellor's Office report, Com-
mission staff called the nineteen districts which did not

submit information and obtained cost-of-living adjustment

figures for thirteen of them. The addition of these districts
d1d not change the average cost-of-living adjustment figure
of 9.2 percent.
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In fairness to the Chancellor's Office, 1t should be noted
that the absence of these data in their report was probably
not their fault. Community College districts complete con-
tract negotiations with their faculties throughout the year.
In some cases, these negotiations are prolonged and
settlements are not reached until after the deadline for the
Chancellor's report. Even 1n the middle of March, six
districts had still not completed negotiations for the
current year. In addition, data collection from local
districts has become more difficult since the passage of
Proposition 13 and the Gann Initiative

The second difficulty concerns 1inconsistencies 1n faculty
headcounts. The Chancellor's report contains eight summary
tables (1, 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B, 4, 5, and 6) with full~-time faculty
shown in Tables 1 and 2A 1n which there are 1nconsistencies 1in
the totals for eleven districts. In some cases, the
inconsistencies may be the result of difference 1in counting
procedures by departments at the district level but the
differences are so apparently random that the suspicion of
simple error becomes quite great. Table A 1n Appendix M
1llustrates. Tables B and C 1in Appendix M show similar
inconsistencies for full-time faculty with overload
assignments and for part-time facunlty.

What 1s daisturbing about the figures in the Chancellor's
report is their seeming randomness. In Table C 1n Appendix M
for part-time faculty, for example, some entries seem to be no
more than omissions as in the cases of Coast, Kern, Rio Hondo,
and San Diege where a "0" 1s shown in Table 4 of the
Chancellor’'s report. In others, the differences are very
slight as in the cases of El Camino, Palomar, Palo Verde, San
Francisco, and San Luis Obispe but even with these five
districts, there is no pattern to the differences since the
figures in Table 1 are higher in two cases and lower 1n the
other three. In six of the twenty-three districts listed, the
differences between Table 1 and 4 of the Chancellor's report
are greater than 20 percent.

The 1information on bonuses 1is incomplete and possibly

confusing. For example, there are nine districts which list
both specific bonuses and degree ranges for doctorate degree
holders. Given this double listing for the same educational
requirements, 1t seems reasonable to presume that the number
of faculty listed for each should be the same. In six of the
nine districts, they are the same but in the other three, they
are different. The cases involved are the Los Rios District
which lists forty-three faculty members as receivang doctoral
bonuses but ninety-six faculty in the doctorate degree range,
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the Palomar District whach lists thirty faculty as receiving
bonuses but only twenty-two in the doctoral range, and the
Sonoma County District which lists eleven faculty in the
bonus category and seventeen 1in the doctoral range. No
explanation 1s provided for these differences.

Ten districts list a number for faculty receiving doctoral or
other bonuses but no dollar amount. In five of these cases,
the absence of a dollar figure 18 explained because there 1s a
separate doctoral range for Ph.D. holders with the dollar
amounts listed but there 1s no explanation for the other five.
In addition, where bonuses are listed for reasons other than
the holding of a Ph.D., there 1s no indication given as to why
bonuses are paid It seems probable that these "other"
bonuses are awarded for special degrees or credentials but
they should be indicated.

Eight districts have top ranges for which faculty must hold
erther the doctorate or am accumulation of degrees and units.
These are listed below,

TABLE 29

REQUIREMENTS FOR QUALIFICATION FOR THE HIGHEST
FACULTY SALARY RANGE IN EIGHT COMMUNITY
COLLEGE DISTRICTS

District Qualifications

Contra Costa MA + 60 to 90 Units or Ph.D.

Foothill-De Anza MA + 60 to 90 Units or Ph.D.

Glendale BA + 70 to 100 With MA or Doctorate

Mara Costa BA + 70 to 100 With MA or Doctorate

Mt. San Antonio BA + 70 to 100 With MA or Doctorate

Peralta BA + 70 to 100 With MA or Doctorate

Saddleback MA + 60 to 90 or Ph.D,.

State Center BA + 90 to 120 With MA or MA + 60 to 85 or Ph D.

In four of these districts, the number of Ph.D or doctorate
holders 1s listed; 1n the other four, 1t 1s not.

4. There 1s also incomplete reporting of Weekly Faculty Contact
Hours (WFCH). The omissions are shown in Table D 1n Appendix
M.

There are also 1inconsistencies between tables for WFCHs.
This 1s shown 1n Table E, Appendix M, for part-time faculty.
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In addition, there are four districts which list a number of
faculty as having overload assignments that are not listed in
another table and two districts that did not report at all.

3 Table 6 of the Chancellor's report lists cost per WECH for
full-time faculty with overload assignments and for part-time
faculty but omits similar data for full-time faculty without
overloads. These data can still be generated by combining
data from other tables so the exclusion only has the effect of
creating additional and unnecessary workload. As stated
earlier in this report, the cost data were not included
because of the Chancellor's Office belief that it 1s
misleading since full-time faculty have other assignments and
duties that are not reflected 1n the WFCH counts.
Nevertheless, such cost information 1s 1ndicative of the
relationship between full-time and part-time faculty and 1s,
therefore, a relevant part of the report. In future years, 1t
should be i1ncluded.

Because of the inconsistencies, probable errors, and numerous omis-
sions of data, the figures that follow should be viewed skeptically
and used with great caution if they are used at all. In the future,
both the local districts and the Chancellor's Office should exercise
greater care 1n the developmental and editing aspects of the report.
Most of the inconsistencies seem to be the result of carelessness and
some may be no more than typographical errors. But because of the

number of discrepancies, the entire report 1s necessarily cast into
question.

General Description of Community College Salaries and Salary
Structures for 1980-81

The diversity of Community College salaries can be 1llustrated 1n a
number of ways. There appears to be little uniformity in the amounts
paid to faculty members from district to district and in the
qualifications for various salary levels. Unlike the two four-year
segments, where salary schedules are consistent statewide (based on
five to seven step ranges for four faculty ranks) the Community
Colleges have no common ranking structure but provide salaries on the
basis of an accumulation of degrees and units and on seniority.
Table 30 shows the salary structures of the three public segments.
The salary schedule for the San Francisco Community College District
15 chosen as the Community College example since 1ts structure 1s
representative in terms of number of class:ifications and steps and
because 1ts mean salary 1s close to the average for the system.

Another way the diversity of Community College salaries can be shown
15 1n the average salaries paid to full-time faculty. Table 31 shows
these salaries for the five highest and five lowest paying districts
in the State over the past four years. In some cases for 1980-81,
the average salaries reported by the Chancellor's Office have been
adjusted to reflect cost-of-living adjustments that were sti1ll 1in
the process of negotiation when the Chancellor reported to the
Commission. 69
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TABLE 31

HIGHEST AND LOWEST SALARIES PAID BY
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1977-78 TO 1980-81*

District 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81
San Joaquin Delta §24,657( 1) $26,419( 1) 527,715( 9) $30,711( 4)
San Mateo 24,420( 2) --- 27,754( 7)  30,899( 3)
Contra Costa 24,178( 3) .- 28,239( 1) 31,295( 1)
North Orange 23,763( 4) 26,949( 2) 27,755( 6) No Report
Saddleback 23,748( 5) -~- 27,732 ( B)  30,697( 6)
Barstow -—— 25,902( 4) 27,338(14) 29,933(12)
Cerritos - 25,980( 3)  27,560(i1)  30,502( 8)
San Jose - 25,830( 5)  28,125( 2)  30,442( 9)
Foothill-De Anza ——— -—- 27,919( 3) No Report
Long Beach --- --- 27,850( 4) 30,699( 5)
Coast --- --- 27,80L( 5)  30,281(11)
Coachella Valley -—- - 27,640(10) 30,988( 2)
Statewide Hean $22,467 524,209 526,270 $28,988
Antelope Valley $19,905(66) --~ $22,028(69)  $24,352(70)
Fremont-Newark 19,812(67) -—- 25,773(38) 26,158(62)
Cabrillo 19,479(68) --- 24,555(56) 26,120(64)
Lake Tahoe 19,047 (69 21,192(68)  23,692(65)  26,689(56)
Palo Verde 15,528(70) 16,202(70) 21,539(70) 24,549(69)
Mt. San Jacinto --- 21,049(69)  24,739(54)  27,370(53)
Compton - 21,358(67)  23,924(63)  26,388(60)
San Francisco -— 21,364(66) 25,400(45) 28,234(39)
Mendocino -—- - 24,142(57) 26,497(59)
Napa -—- - 23,204(68) 25,318(68)
West Kern --- -—- 23,470(67) 26,235(61)
Rio Hondo -— --- 23,663(66) No Report
Gavilan --- ——- 24,011(62) 25,418(67)
Kern - -—- 24,052(61) 25,724(66)
* In each of the years shown, some districts did not report  Thus, the

designations of rank for any district would be subject to change. What
the table 1s designed to show 1s both the relationship between districts
and the highest and lowest paying among those who did report. Thus, where
Antelope Valley 1s shown as the lowest paying district for 1980-81, it is
possible that a non-reporting district may have paid less

As noted earlier, the Chancellor's Office reported cost-of-living

adjustments which averaged 9.2 percent for fifty-one of the seventy
districts. When the other thirteen districts for which Commission
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staff obtained range increases are added to this total, the
systemwide 1ncrease for sixty-four districts is unchanged. Thais
compares to the 9.75 percent increase granted to faculty at the
University of California and the California State University and
Colleges. The highest increase reported was 1n the San Bernardino
Community College Distraict (13.5%) while the lowest was 1n the
Pasadena Communmity College District (6 0%). All of the sixty-four
districts that reported had at least a 6.0 percent i1ncrease.

A dastinctive feature of Community College education 1s the heavy use
of part-time faculty. Table 32 shows the number of part-time faculty
used by: (1) headcount; (2) percentage of headcount; and (3)
percentage of Weekly Faculty Contact Hours taught. In each case, the
data are not entirely consistent due to differences in the number of
districts reporting so the numbers reported should be taken as
approximations. Nevertheless, experience over the past several
years has shown that, even with as many as fifteen districts not
reporting, the numbers are still close to what would be expected for
the total.

TABLE 32
FULL-TIME AND PART-TIME FACULTY IN THE
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1978-79 THROUGH 1980-81
Item 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81

Number of Faculty

Full Time (no 9,856 (67) 10,565 (70) 9,684 (69)
overload)

Full Time (with 5,882 (67) 6,563 (70) 6,021 (69)
overload)

Part Time 25,918 (67) 27,828 (70) 26,488 (69)

Percentage of Faculty

Full Time (no 23.7% 23.5% 23.0%
overload)

Full Time (with 14,1 14.6 14 3
overload)

Part Time 62.2 61 9 62.8

Weekly Faculty Contact Hours (Percentage)

Full Time (no 40.0% 39 0% 36.6%
overload)

Full Time (with 29.5 30.0 29.1
overload)

Part Time 30.5 31.0 34.3
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Table 32 appears to show that part-time faculty are assuming a
greater proportion of the teaching lead in the Community Colleges.
Although this may be a true representation, i1t should be added that
the data is not comsistent over the three years noted and that 1t
would not be advisable to draw firm conclusions from them. What can
be said 1s that each of the three categories of faculty listed 1in the
table are carrying about a third of the load in spite of the fact
that part-time faculty outnumber full-time faculty by about a five-
to-three margin

Another statistic which indicates a greater reliance on part-time
faculty 1s the number of new faculty hired. Where part-time faculty
for the sixty-nine districts that reported (all but Santa Clarita)
represent 62 8 percent of the total headcount, 88.4 percent of the
new hires were part-timers. Again, however, these data are not
totally reliable due to inconsistent reporting

In last year's report, 1t was noted that full-time faculty are paid
approximately two-and-one-half times as much as part-time faculty
for each Weekly Faculty Contact Hour taught. This year, although
complete data is available for only forty-seven districts, the ratio
1s 2.51-1, virtually identical to last year's figure. For those
districts, full-time faculty are paid $51.26 per WFCH (excluding any
compensation for overload assignments) while part-timers are paid
$20.42. It should be noted that full-time faculty are more likely to
have responsibilities for counseling, advising, committee work, and
related matters that consume time but are not reflected i1n the WFCH
totals. The only question 1s the ratio since it seems highly
unlikely that the responsibilities of full-time faculty are two-and-
one-half times as great as those of part-time faculty.
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CHAPTER IX

MISCELLANEOUS TITEMS: COLLECTIVE BARGAINING; MEDICAL FACULTY
SALARIES AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Collective Bargaining

Collective bargaining for the University of Califormia and the
California State University and Colleges 1s governed by AB 1091
(Berman) which was signed by the Governor in 1978. Among 1ts many
provisions, 1t states that the Public Employment Relations Board
(PERB) shall establish units of representation and act as the final
arbiter in all disputes between employers and employees. Following
the determination of units, an election 1s held among the members of
those unmits to decide the group's exclusive representative, if any
representative 1s chosen at all. On each ballot, the choice of "no
representation”" 1s always 1ncluded. At the University of
California, elections are being held on a campus-by-campus basis
Within the State University system, elections are systemwide. There
is, therefore, the possibility that some University of Californmia
campuses may be under collective bargaining while others will not.
In the State University, either the entire system will negotiate an
agreement or none of the campuses will. At the present time, the
University campuses at Berkeley and Los Angeles have decided against
collective bargaining by narrow margins while the faculty at the
Santa Cruz campus voted for the faculty association as their
exclusive representative. In the Los Angeles and Santa Cruz cases,
however, none of the choices received a majority vote so runoffs will
be required. In each case, the choices will be narrowed to the
faculty association and "mo representation," the American Federation
of Teachers having been eliminated from consideration.

In the State University, four different bargaining units were
selected by the PERB hearing officer on March 6. These units
1nclude: (1) tenure-track faculty, librarians, counselors, student
affairs officers, and department chairmen; (2) non-tenured faculty,
including coaches, full- and part-time lecturers, and directors of
athletics; (3) educational support staff including student affairs
assistants, evaluation technicians, and health care professionals
other than physicians; and (4) physicians. The size of these groups
are approximately 12,000, 7,500, 1,000, and 200, respectively

For the next few months, employee organizations will be able to ap-
peal the hearing officer's recommendation to the full PERB board,
after which the Board will make a final determination of units
Assuming PERB acts sometime this summer, 1t 1s probable that an
election will be held within each of the units (assuming PERB ap-
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proves more than one) by next October After that, time may have to
be set aside for runoff elections if no candidate receives a majority
vote and then the bargaining process will begin 1f an agent 1s
selected. If "no representation” 1s the final choice, faculty unions
will be able to seek another election within a year of the vote.

At present, most opinion seems to be that the State University system
will vote for a bargaining agent, probably either the Congress of
Faculty Associations (CFA) or the United Professors of California
(UPC). CFA (affiliated with the National Education Association)
supports the determination of the hearing officer while UPC
(affiliated with the AFL/CIO) opposes 1t. If either one of these
groups wins the election, 1t 1s probable that the other will rapidly
fade from the scene.

If collective bargaining becomes a reality, 1t will be a unique
experience for Califormia government. Unlike public employee
bargaining at the local level where employees bargain directly with
the boards which have the power to comply with the terms of a
contract, bargaining within the University and the State University
1s quite different. The employee agent will enter into negotiations
with representatives from the Board of Regents and Trustees and 1t
may be presumed that a memorandum of understanding will be developed.
This memorandum must then be approved by the Governor and the
Legislature to the extent that it involves appropriations and there
15 no doubt that appropriations will be involved What seems to be
the biggest unanswered gquestion relates to the eventuality of non-
approval by State level officials. If that should occur, 1f the
Governor and the Legislature approve a lower salary amount than that
dictated by the negotiation process, collective bargaining would
appear to be seriously compromised. Naturally, those features of the
memorandum that do not involve money would continue but there seems
to be little doubt that the big 1ssues will be the financial ones.

The first test will probably come about during the 1982 legislative
Eession,

Medical Faculty Salaries

This 15 the third year that the University of Califormia has for-
warded information on medical faculty salaries to the Commission.
The first year this was done, the University selected eight
comparison imstitutions, five of which were also on the comparison
list for regular faculty, and also explained the procedures used to
compensate medical faculty. These procedures are complex and are
presented in Appendix K. The institutions selected are as follows
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Stanford University University of Michigan

State University of New York-- University of Texas, Austin
Upstate Medical School
University of Wisconsin
University of Chicago
Yale University
University of Illinoas

This year, only seven of these institutions reported. In a letter
dated January 19, 1981, Vice President Kleingartner reported that,
"The State University of New York has declined to participate in thais
vear's survey for reasons that are unknown to us.” It will be
remembered that the SUNY campuses also failed to report data for
State University comparison purposes,

Table 33 shows the University of California's relative position 1in
the three areas of medicine, pediatrics, and surgery on a rank-by-
rank basis for the past three years.

TABLE 33

RANKING OF UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
MEDICAL FACULTY SALARIES IN RELATION
TQ COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS
1978-79 TC 1980-81

Discipline and Rank 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81
Medicine
Professor 5th 2nd 3rd
Associate Professor 4th 2nd 4th
Assistant Professor 6th 2nd 2nd
Pediatrics
Professor 3rd 3rd 1st
Associate Professor 4th 3rd 2nd
Assistant Professor 3rd 2nd 4th
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Surgery

Professor 7th 2nd 3rd
Associate Professor 7th 4th 3rd
Assistant Professor 7th 5th 5th

In the past year, the University gained ground in three categories,
lost ground in four categories, and maintained the same relative
position in the other two. The year before, the University gained
ground in eight of the nine categories and remained in the same
position relative to the ninth. What this seems to suggest 1s that
the University has consolidated its position 1in the past year. The
actual salaries paid are shown in Table 34 and 1n Charts 19, 20, and
21.

TABLE 34

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AVERAGE MEDICAL FACULTY
SALARIES COMPARED TO AVERAGE MEDICAL FACULTY SALARIES
AT THE COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS
1978-79 TO 1980-8)

Discipline/Rank/ Two-Year
Institution 1978-79  1979-80  1980-8) Gain
Medicine

Professor
uc $59,000 368,028 $76,067 28.99%
Comp. Inst. 60,625 66,599 73,543 21.3

Associate Professor

uc $49,000 $56,557 $60,979 24.5%
Comp. Inst. 48,750 53,444 56,865 16 7

Assistant Professor

Uc $40,000  $46,228  §51,550 28.9%
Comp. Inst. 40,875 43,966 47,408 16.0
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Pediatrics

Professor
uc $59,000 568,028 $73,311 24.3%
Comp. Inst, 57,375 61,905 65,203 13 6

Associate Professor

ue $47,000  $54,401  $58,550 24.6%
Comp. Inst. 47,125 49,724 52.657 il.7

Assistant Professor

uc 539,000  $45,005  $44,719 14.7%
Comp. Inst. 36,250 40,044 42,782 18.0
Surgery
Professor
uc $75,000 $98,152 $109,773 46.4%
Comp. Inst. 80,000 88,703 101,729 27.2

Associate Professor

uc $57,000 570,509 580,216 40.7%
Comp. Inst. 63,625 71,094 81,283 27.8

Assistant Professor

uc $48,000 563,054  $69,886 45.6%
Comp. Inst. 54,125 61,340 63,128 16.6

It 15 quite clear that both the actual salaries and the two-year
gains in those salaries are very substantial when compared to those
of "regular" faculty. It should be remembered, however, that overall
compensation 1s based only partially on the professorial salary
schedule, which 1s the same as for general campus faculty. The
remainder comes from fees charged to patients at the University's
hospitals, a portion of which goes to the physician, with the rest
being retained by the University for overhead. As the physician
earns more money from patient fees, he receives a lower percentage of
those fees until the University's overhead charges become
essentially confiscatory at approximately three times base salary.
It 1s primarily because of the fee income that the salaries show such
i1ncreases.
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CHAPTER X

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

When all of the factors relating to faculty salaries in 1981-82 are
examined, it 1s difficult to find even one factor or set of factors
that point conclusively to a single conclusion. If the data from the
comparison 1institutions are examined, one could conclude that
faculty are entitled to a modest increase in the case of the
University of California and to almost no increase in the case of the
California State University and Colleges. This conclusion could be
reinforced by the fact that faculty have not lost ground to inflation
over the past twenty years and the additional fact that many have
opportunities for outside income that do not accrue to professionals
who work a full eleven or twelve month year. Finally, 1t may well be
argued that the State's only obligation 1s to maintain parity within
the academic community, a condition that would seem to permit both
the University and the State University to continue to recruit and
retain qualified teachers and researchers.

In spite of these arguments, however, other evidence points to a
completely opposite conclusion For example, 1t 1s clear that
faculty have lost ground to inflation over the past ten vears and
that the range adjustments they have received over the past twenty
years have been less than those granted to California State employees
and to most other professional groups. In addition, there 1s the
fact that the business, industrial, and governmental sectors are
competing successfully for the ablest graduates. Although as this
report states, i1t i1s extremely difficult to develop data on people
who do not accept positions 1in academe, there 1s a growing body of
testimony which indicates that many institutions are unable to meet
corporate or governmental competition, particularly 1in scientific
and technological fields. Thus, each argument that faculty salaries
should or should not be lncreased, appears to be balanced by another
that points to the opposite conclusion.

In this report on faculty salaries, the Commission has attempted to
examine the salary question from as many different perspectives as
possible and to reach some tentative conclusions from the data.
These conclusions are listed below:

University of California and California State University and

Colleges

1. University of Californmia and California State University and
Colleges faculty have a salary advantage over the combined
average salary paid by their comparison institutions in the
current year (1980-81).
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The data presented in thas report show that University of
California and California State University and Colleges
faculty will need 1ncreases of 5.75 and 0.50 percent,
respectively, to equal the projected salaries at their
comparison institutions for 1981-82. These projections are
based on the average annual 1ncrease granted to comparison
institution faculty in the years 1975-76 through 1980-81.
However, given the rapid increases in inflation over the
past few years, 1t seems probable that the actual 1Acreases
granted to comparison institution faculty in the budget year
will be greater than the averages for the previous five
years.

In most cases, employees 1n other professions have received
greater salary increases than faculty at eather the
University or the State University over the past ten years,
although State University faculty have fared slightly better
than University faculty. In the decade of the 1960s, faculty
generally kept pace with other professional groups but their
position has eroded throughout the 1970s.

While California faculty salaries have fallen behind those
of California civil service employees over the past ten
years (losing an average of ome percent per year between
1970-71 and 1980-81), they have kept pace with those of State
employees over the past three years and with the salaries
paid by their comparison institutions over the past two
decades

While recent national studies show that most faculty receive
some supplemental income (The definition of supplemental
income includes such activities as summer school and
extension teaching, research and consulting contracts,
royalties from publications and rnventions, and other
1tems.), this fact 1s not reflected 1n any of the data
supplied by either the American Association of University
Professors or other representatives of faculty
orpantzations. This tends to understate the total
compensation faculty receave. However, while there are
recent and comprehensive national data on this subject,
there 1s little detailed information for California The
national data lead to the conclusion that opportunities for
outside income are not evenly distributed across or within
disciplines but concentrated in such areas as business, some
of the physical sciences, Computer science, and engineering
and 1n certain specialties within those disciplines.

Although there 1s virtually no empirical evidence to prove
that colleges and universities are losing capable young
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10.

graduates to business, industry, and government, there i1s
mounting and increasingly credible testimony which suggests
that academic departments in such disciplines as business,
computer science, engineering, and some of the physical
Sciences, are not recruiting as successfully as in prior
years. The available information points to salary and
benefit deficiencies as the principal cause of recruitment
failures.

An examination of the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and of
several alternative indices leads to the conclusion that the
CPI has probably overstated the actual rate of inflation
over the past several years and may, due to the indexing of
salarires and government benefit programs to the CPI,
actually have contributed to inflation The principal
reason for this overstatement 1s the heavy weighting of the
CPI to home purchase and financing costs rather than to a
rental equivalency formula which 1s used by the Department
of Commerce to develop the index for Personal Consumption
Expenditures (PCE).

A factor that 1s not considered in any of the price indices
1s the effect of taxes on disposable 1income With the
escalation of federal income tax brackets due to inflation
and with the increase in Social Security taxes that will take
effect 1n January of 1981, it is certain that any percentage
lncrease 1n gross income will be greater than the percentage
increase 1n disposable income.

The California State University and Colleges Trustees stated
that faculty in that segment have lost 26.8 percent of thear
purchasing power since 1968-69. Although their basic
argument that losses have been experienced 1s true, the 26.8
percent figure can be derived only by using the CPI as an
index of inflation, and the year 1968-69 as a base. If the
PCE 1ndex 1s used, or 1f a different year 15 chosen as the
base, the losses are significant but not nearly as great.

Having weighed all of the factors discussed 1in this report,
the Commission concludes that, for 1981-82, faculty salary
range adjustments geared solely to comparisen institution
data, or any other single factor, are insufficient At a
time of rapidly changing economic conditions, 1intense
competition from all sectors of the society for highly
qualified professionals, and high 1inflation, 1t 1s
imperative that faculty salaries be set at a level that will
ensure, as much as possible, the maintenance of a
competitive salary structure. Since the comparison
methodology was developed at a time of relative economic
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stability and since that stability does not exist at the
present time, 1t will be important for Public officials to
consider all of the factors discussed in this report.

California Community Colleges

11.

12.

13.

14.

The report by the Chancellor's Office of the California Com-
munity Colleges on faculty salaries for 1980-81 consitutes
an 1nadequate response to the general request for data by the
Legislature and the specific request by the Comm:ission.
(See Appendix L.) The errors and 1nconsistencies in the
report are so numerocus that the entire report must be con-
sidered to be of gquestionable value. The deficiencies that
have been noted in this report represent only the most
obvious ones and there 1s no way to determine 1f there are
not other errors which would add to the doubts about the
Chancellor's report that already exist. Since the
Commission has made clear what data 1t requires for analysis
and since the Legislature and the Governor have provaded
funds for the report's development, considerable 1mprovement
is required

Although the Chancellor's Office report included data on the
cost per Weekly Faculty Contact Hour for full-time faculty
with overload assignments and for part-time faculty, similar
data for full-time faculty without overload assignments were
excised. Since these cost figures can be generated by using
other data in the report, there 1s little pornt in the dele-
tion. Accordingly, these data should be included in future
efforts.

As has been noted in previous reports, the spread between the
highest and lowest paying Community Colleges districts
(28.5%) 1s substantial although 1t appears to have narrowed
1n the past two years. There are also many differences among
districts in the qualifications for various salary levels,
As an example, a faculty member in the San Diego Community
College District must have a doctorate to qualify for the top
range but can only earn a maximum of $28,520 at the top step
of that range. In the Saddleback District, a faculty member
need only have an MA degree plus 60 additiomal units to
qualify for the top range which has a highest step of
$45,884, If the doctorate 1s held, there 1s an additional
bonus of §$300.

Currently, full-time faculty members in the Community Col-
leges earn about two-and-one-half times as much as part-time
faculty members for each Weekly Faculty Contact Hour taught
Also, during 1980-81, 88 4 percent of all new hires 1n the
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reporting districts were part-time faculty. On a headcount
basis, about 63 percent of all Community College faculty are
employed on a part-time basis. Although 1t is clear that
many full-time faculty have other responsibilities that
justify differential Pay, as well as more seniority, it 1s
not clear whether these added duties Justify the large
differential that currently exists
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FOOTNOTES

See Appendix A.

See Appendix D for the lists of comparison institutions used for
the University of California and the California State Uni-
versity and Colleges.

A Master Plan for Higher Education in California, 1960-1975,
California State Department of Education, Sacramento,
California, 1960, p. 12.

This request came 1in the form of House Resolution No 250
(Unruh) during the 1964 First Extraordinary Session of the
Legislature (See Appendix B)

Prior to 1973-74, only one report on salaries was i1ssued for
each budget cycle.

The methodology for the faculty salary reports 1s shown in
Appendix C. Comparison institutions are shown 1n Appendix D

This has been updated to 5.75 percent (see page 12)
See the discussion on page 24.
Faculty Salaries in California Publaic Higher Education, 1980-

81, California Postsecondary Education Commission, April 1980,
p. 12.

Agenda Item No. 513, Regents of the University of Califormia,
University of California, Office of the President, November 12,
1980, p. 2.

Academe, "Regressing Into the Eighties: Annual Report on the
Economic Status of the Frofession," W. Lee Hansen, American
Assocration of University Professors, p. 260,

The remaining components of the 45 percent for housing imnclude
"Maintenance and repair," (3.6%) "Fuel and other utilities,”
(6.5%) and "Household furnishings and operation," (7.6%)
Source: CPI Detailed Report, U S. Department of Labor, Bureau
of Labor Statistics, July 1980, p. 9.

Handbook of Labor Statistics 1978, U.S. Departmeat of Labor,
Bureau of Labor Statistics, June 1979, p. 9.
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Survey of Current Business, "Monthly Estimates of Personal
Income, Taxes, and Outlays," James C. Byrnes, Gerald F.
Donahoe, Mary W. Hook, and Robert P. Parker, U S. Department of
Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, November 1979, p. 23.

CPI Detailed Report, p. 80.

Handbook, p. 9

Current Issues 1n Higher Education, Differing Perspectives on
Declining Faculty Salaries, "How Well are Faculty Paid?
Implications of the Academic Reward Structure,” Kristine Dillon
and Robert Linnell, American Association for Higher Educataion,
Washington, D C., 1980, p. 3.

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.

It should be noted that the Bureau lists from four to ei1ght
classifications (e.g., Accountant II, Attormey VI, Engineer
VIII, etc.) in 1its report. To arrive at a single figure for
each professional group, therefore, the middle classifications
have been used or, where the number of classifications is an
even number, the two middle classifications have been averaged

For 1980-81, the CPI 1s estimated at 11.0 percent. The PCE 1s
estimated at 10.0 percent since 1t has averaged about one
percent less than the CP1 for the past two years. The salary
increase for federal civil service employees has not yet been
approved by Congress but 1s estimated at 8.0 percent.

Current Issues in Higher Education, "The Economic Decline of
the Professoriate in the 80s: What Happened to Faculty Salaries
and What are the Implications?" ©Peggy Heim, American
Association for Higher Education, September 1980.

Current Issues, Dillon and Linnell.

Survey of the Social, Political, and Educational Perspectives
of American College and University Faculty, Everett Carll Ladd
and Seymour Martin Lipset, University of Connecticut, 1976

Faculty Compensation. Total University Earnings at Research
Universities, Kristine E. Dillon, Robert H. Linnell, H.W March
(preliminary draft). University of Southern Califormia, Office
of Institutional Studies, 1979.

Chronicle of Higher Education, "Extra Work Found to Add 21
Percent to Base Salaries of Most Professors," Jack Magarrell--
based on a research study performed by John Minter Associates
for the Chronicle, November 17, 1980, p. 1
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Senate Concurrent Resolution No., 51, 1965 General Session--
Relative to academic salaries and welfare benefits.

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to
House Resolutiom No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had
prepared and has adopted a report of the Legislative Analyst con-
taining findings and recommendations as to salaries and the general
economic welfare, including fringe bemefits, of faculty members of
the California institutions of higher education; and

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee
found that the reporting of salaries and fringe benefits as 1t has
been made previcusly to the Legislature has been fragmentary and
has lacked necessary consistency, with the result that the Legis-
lature's consideration of the salary requests of the institutions
of higher learning has been made unnecegsarily difficult; and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the
Governor should receive each December 1 a teport from the Coordina-
ting Council for Higher Educatiom, plus such supplementary informa-
tion as the University of California and the California State
Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive
and consistently reported informatiom as outlined spacifically in
the report adopted by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee; and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would imclude
essential data on the size and composition of the faculty, the estab-
lishment of comprehensive bases for comparing and evaluating faculty
salaries, the nature and cost of existing and desired fringe benefits,
the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty, special
privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of sup-
plementary income, all of which affect the welfare of the faculties
and involve cost implications to the state now, therefore, be it

Resclved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assembly
thereof concurring, That the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion in cooperation with the University of California and the Cali-
fornia State Collages shall submit annually to the Governor and the
Legislature not later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare
benefits report containing the basic information recommendsd 1m the
report of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee as filed with the
President cf the Semate and the Speaker of the Assembly, under date
of March 22, 1965,
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House Resolution No. 250

Relative to the economic welfare of the faculties of the
California Public Institutions of Higher Education

WHERFAS, The Magter Plan for Public Higher Education strongly
reccumended that every effort be made to ensure that the institutions
of higher education in California maintain or improve their position
in the intense competition for the highest quality of faculty members;
and

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Education in its
annual report to the Governmor and the Legislature regarding level of
support for the Califormia State Colleges and the Uoiversity of Cali-
fornia recommended that funds should be provided to permit at least
an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the Cali-
fornia State Colleges and the Umaiversity of California; and

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Colleges in their
annual report to the Legislature declared that the California State
Colleges are falling far behind in the face of this competition and
that by 1964-65 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent
behind those of comparable institutions; and

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments in 1nstitutions of higher
education in California during the next decade will cause a demand
for qualified faculty members which cannot possibly be met unless
such institutions have a recruitment climate which will compare
favorably with other colleges, universities, business institutions,
industry, and other levels of govermment; and

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business
and industrial development, a momentum now threatened by lagging
faculty salaries so that fallure to maintain adequate salary scales
for faculty members in Califormia institutions of higher education
would be false economy; and

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College
and University campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting
some of the best faculty members from the California institutions of
higher education, and 1f such academic emigration gains momentum
because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educa-
tional processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by
lower tax revenues; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the diffi-
cult and pressing problems faced by the California institutions of
higher education in attracting and maintainmaing outstanding faculty
members in a period of stiff cowmpetition and rapid growth; and
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WHEREAS, The State's investment in superior teaching talent has
been reflected in California's phencmenal economic growth and has
shown California taxpayers to be the wisest of public investors,
but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained, the
contributions by the California institutions of higher education to
the continued economic and cultural development of California may
be seriously threatened; now, therefore, be 1t

RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE OF CALIFOBNIA, That the
Assembly Committee on Rules is directed to request the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committee to study the subject of salaries and the
general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty
members of the Califormia institutions of higher education, and
ways and means of improving such salaries and benefits in order
that such California institutions of higher education may be able
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality
of education, and to request such committee to report its findings
and recommendations to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.



A RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE
ON FACULTY SALARIES AND QTHER BENEFITS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
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Prepared by the

Qtfice of the Legusiative Analyst
State of Califormig

January 4, 1945
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INTRCDUCTION

The purpose of thus staff report 15 to recommend a
method for reporting to the Legislature on salames,
Iringe benefits and other special economic benefits for
faculties of the University of Californiz and the Cal-
fornia State Colleges This report has been prepared
by the Jomt Legislative Budget Committee 1n re-
sponse to House Resoiution 250 (1964 First Extraor-
dinary Session, Appendix 1)! which resolved -

"“That the Assembly Committee on Rules 1s di-
rected to request the Jownt Legslative Budget Com-
mittee 1o study the subject of salaries and the gen-
eral economic welfare, including frimge benefits, of
faculty members of the Califormie institutions of
higher education, and ways and means of improving
such saleries and benefits in order thet smeh Cali-
forma mstitutions of higher education may be able
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the
highest quality of education, and to request such
commttee to report s findings and recommenda-
tions to the Legislature not later than the #fth
legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.’’

Staff of the Jownt Legslative Budget Committee
mutiated its study by seelnng information which would
reflect the magmitude of Cabforma’s long.range and
ummediate problems regarding the need to recrmit and
Tetaln an sdequate nwmber of high quality faculty
While remewing past reports presented to the Legis-
lature &s justification for salary merease recommen-
dations by the Coordinating Counecil for Higher Edu-
cation, the University of California and the Cahforma
State Colleges, 1t became apparent that the first step
In rymng to improve faculty salares and other bene-
fits 1s to furmsh the Legslature with comprehensive
and consistent data whuch identify the mature and
level of competitive benefits. The costs associsted with
recommendations, rated according to prority, should
be included in proposals by the segments m order to
aid the Leguslature in determiming how mueh to ap-
propriate and the benefits which an appropriation
will buy

There has existed tn the past a difference between
woat the msututions have recommended as the nesd
for salary and benefit inereases and what has finally
been appropriated by the Legislature. There are two
principal reasons for this difference which at times
ma¥ be closely related. (1) The Legislature may dis.
agree with what 13 proposed as 1o need. or (2) there
may not be enough funds to meet the need because of
bigher priorities in other areas of the budget.

These needs are very complex and, for exampise,
\neiude soch factors as

1. Drsagreement with conclusions drawn from data

submutted 1n jusmfcation of recommendations;
= Lack of confidence in the quantity, quabty, or
type of data;

e———
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3 The farlure of advoeates to make points which
are ¢oncise and clearly understandaole;

1. The submussion of conflicting data by legislative
staff or the Department of Finance,

After careful consideration, it was determuned that
& special report should be made to the Budget Com-
mittee containing recommendations as to the kind of
data the Legslature should be furmshed for the pur-
pose of considermng selary and other bemefit mereases

On August 3, 1964 a letter (Appendix 2) twas sent
from the Lemslative Anslyst to the Coordinating
Council for Higher Eduveation. the Umiversity of Cal-
forma, the Califormia State Colleges, the Department
of Finance and varions faculty orgamzations mmform-
g them that the Jownt Legislative Budget Committee
was planmng to hold 2 public hearmg in connection
with HR 250 and asking for replies to a series of
questions designed to gather background information
about salary and fringe benefits data (Appendix 3
Copies of Replies Received) The primary purpoese of
the hearing was to prowmide the University of Calafor-
ma. the Cahfornia State Colleges and 1interested
groups the opportumity to indicate the basis on which
salary and fringe benefits should be reported to the
Legislature, 1ncluding the kind of data to be com-
pued and who should compile and publish 1t (Appen-
dix 4. Copies of Prepared Testimony Filed with the
Joint Legislatrve Budzet Computtee at the October
15, 1964 Hearing) The contents of most of the pre-
pared statements ciscussed problems and 1n some
instances recommendations relaung to faculty salaries
and other benefits rather than the primary purpose
of the hearing, but the testimony dud serve to dentafy
areas of comcern. The hearing also established legns-
lative mnterest in the subjects of faculty workload and
sources of supplementary income.

The review of past faculty salary reports, the re-
phes to the Lemslative Analyst's letter of Angust 3,
1964, the oral and prepared statements recerved at the
October 13, 1964 hearing of the Jomnt Leguslative
Budget Commuttee and other sources have revealed
significant findings and permutted the development of
recommendations coneerning the type of mformation
and method of presentation that should be wecluded
in future faculty salary reports prepared for the
Legisiature.

BACKGROUND

Current procedures for review of faculty salare
end other benefit increase proposals, startung with the
presentation of recommendations by state colleges and
Cruversity of Califorma administratuive officials to
their respeetive governing boards. appear generally
to be adequate, with minor reservations The State
College Trustees and the Regents of the Tmversity
of California geperallr formulate their own proposals
. December and forward them to the State Depar:-



ment of Finance for budget conmderation. Coneur-
rently the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
also makes a report with recommendations which 1s
made available to the 3tate Department of Fiuance
The Gaovernor and the Depariment of Finance con.
sider *hese salary mncerease proposals 1o relafion to the
avatlability of funds and their own analysis of faculty
salary needs and Jeeide how much of an increase, 1f
any to neclude 1n the Guvernor's Budget The Legis.
lative Analyst in the Anelysws of the Budget Bill pro-
vides analvsis and recommendanons as to the Gover-
nor's budget proposal.

When appropriate legislatve commirtees hesr the
budget request for faculty salary increases they may
be copfronted with several recommendations from
various sources Their first responsibiity 1 to con-
sider the Governor’s recommendations iz the Budget
Bl However, the Umiversity and the Califormia
State Colleges generally request the opportumty to
present their own recommendations, whuch frequently
dafer from the Goveramor’s proposal Also, the Co-
ordinating Counexl for Higher Educanon presents its
recommendations. Varwouos faculty orgamizations may
desire to make independent proposals. The Legislature
has been cooperative 1o proniding all interested parties
the opportunity to present their views, but these
presentations have beer marksd by extreme varations
1n recommendations and 1n the data which support
the requests,

WHO SHOULD PREPARE FACULTY
SALARY REPORTS

There appears to be some differenee of opimion
concerning the purpose of faculty salary reports and
recommendations prepared by the Coordinating Coun-
el for Higher Education. The University of Califorma
and the Califorma State Celleges contend that they
shouid make direct recommendations to the Governecr
and the Leg:slature and that Coordinating Couneil
recommendations should be regarded as independent
comments Conversely, the Department of Fipance
and the Coordinamng Council for Higher Education
beheve that salary reports and recommendations of
the Coordinating Coune:l shouid be the primary re-
port submitzad to the Department of Finance and the
Governor to conmider 1n preparing budget recommen-
dations. The Department of Finance stateg that soch
a report shouid be regarded as amilar in statas to the
annual salary report relating to el service salaries
prepared by the State Personnel Board for the Gov-
ernor and the Legislarure. It 19 our opunton that the
Legslature stould give spemifie and primary consid-
eramon to the recommendations wn the Governor's
Budget and to the annwual facumlty salary report of
the Coordinating Coune:l for Higher Educanon, How-
ever, any separate recommendations of the Untveraity
of Califormia and the Cahformia State Colleges shonld
also be conmidersd.

WHAT FACULTY SALARY REPORTS SHOULD
CONTAIN

We do not belheve that reporung requred of the
Uwiversity, the Califormua State Colleges, and the
Coordinating Councyl for Higner Education sheuld
limit the right ot these agencies to empnasize specific
polnts i supporting their own recommendations
However, the Lemslature should take steps to estab-
lish a consistent basis upon waich 1t will receive com-
prehensive information about faculty salaries, other
berefits, and related subjects from year to year. After
careful consideration of the statistical and other
grounds presented in support of salary and other
benefit 1ncrease proposals in the past, we recommend
that basic data be weluded mn faeulty salary reports
to the Legslature 1o a consistent form wn the follow-
ng areas-

A, Facnlty Data

B Salary Data

C Fringe Benefits

D Total Compensation

E. Special Privileges and Benedts
F Supplementary Income

Sines 1t 15 necessary for staff of the executive and
lemalative branches of government to analyze recom.
mendations prior to the commencement of a legislative
sesston, all reports and recommendationa should be
completed by December 1 of each year.

A. Focuity Data

1. Findings

a. Informative data about the size, composition,
retention, and recrmtment of Californmia
State College faculty has been presented to
the Lemslatnre from time to time, but usu-
ally it has been so selective that it lacks
objectivity and has been inconsmistent from
year to vear.

b Supernor facuity performance has not beem
demonstrated as a reason to justify past re.
quests for superior salaries.

2. Becommendations

The following data shouid be compiled and pre-
sented annually on a conmistent bams, Defin:-
tions of what constitutes faculty are left to the
diseretion of the D'miversity and the state col-
leges but should be cleariy defined 1o any report.
Additional data may be wneluded 1 any given
vear to emphasize special problems, but sueh
data should supplement not replace the basic
information recommended below Graphs shouid
be unsed when pracuecal, accompanmied by sup-
porting tables 1n an appendix Recommended
facnity data includes:



2 The number of faenlty, by rank and the in-
creese over the previons five years to reflect
mstitutional growth

b Current faeulty composition expressed 1n
meamngful terms, including but not lrmited
to the percentage of the faculty who have
PhD%

¢ Student-facnlty ratios 25 a means of express-
ing performanee

d Dats relating to all new full-tume faenlty for
the current academe year mmcluding the num-
ber hired, souree of employment, therr rank
and highest degree held. Exsting vacances
ghould also be noted. Perfinent historeal
trends 1 these data should be anslyzed We
do not beheve that subjective and 1meomplete
dats estmsating reasons for turming down
offers, such &8s has been presented 1n the past.
serves anv useful parpose

¢ Faculty turnover rates comparing the num-
ber of separations to total faeulty aecording
to the following suggested categories; death
or retirement. to research or graduate work,
mira-mnstitutional transfers, other college or
University teaching, busmess &nd govern-
ment, other

Comments
The first three recommendanons sbove are Ge-
signed to reflect facplty mze, composition, rate
of growth, and workload. The welusion of con-
metent data from year to yepr will facilitate
trend aneivsis as it relates to the mmsttnmons
mrvolved and, when possible, to comparable in-
strtations. The purpose of ineluding data on
new faculty and faculty turnmover 15 to provide
a quanttative base for disenssions of problems
relating to faenlty recrmtment and retention It
may alse be benefimal to include some basic
statisties about the evailable supply of faculty
to see what proportion of the market, new PhD's
for exampie, Califorma institutions hire every
wear

B Solery Dats
1 Findirgs

8. The Univermtr for several vears has ex-
chapped salary dstz to provmde a consistent
comparison with & special group of five ‘' em-
jnent'' yaiversities as well as with a group
of nine public universities Converselr, the
Celiforrua State Colleges have not vet estab-
lished a hst of comparable institutions whien
1s acceptable to them

b Both the Tmiversity of California and the
Coordinaning Comncil for Higher Education
maintaip that selary comparisons to eppro-
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pmate mstitutions 1s the best mngle method
of determiming salary needs.

¢ The Umversity of California places less mg-
nificance on salarr eompansons with non-
academic employment than the Coordmating
Councal on Higher Education and the Cali-
forma State Colleges

d Salary mereases have been proposed on the
basis of dafferentials between total compensa-
tion (salares plus fringe benefits) m com-
parzble mstitntions

e Both the Toiversity and the Californua State
Colleges bave tended to relate the mze of
proposed salery incresses to how mueh of an
increese would be necessary to return to a
specific competitive position which exasted 1n
1957-58 and whiech wes upusuallr advan-
tageous

i Salary comparisops have fregnently been
made to various levels of teaching mcluding
elemmentary, high sehool, and jumior college
salaries

g Methods of salarv comparisons with other
institutions have varied from vear to ¥ear in
reports prepared by the state eolleges

Recommendations

& We recommend that proposed facultr salary
mereases distmgumish between- (1) increases
necessary to mamntain the current compet:-
tive position end (2) increases to 1mprove
the current compehtive position

{1} Proposed increases to maintain the exist-
g competitive pomtion shonld be equav-
alent to a projection of the average
galarv relationship between the Univer-
si1tT, or state colleges, and comparable
mstitutions durmmg the current fiseal
Tear to the next fiscal vear We recom-
mend that this projection be based on &
projection of actual salarr imereases br
rank 1n comparable mnsututions durmnag
the past five years, permutnng stansneal
adjustments for unusual crrcumstances
Thns the proposed inerease to mamtain
the existing competitive position wonld,
1o effect. be equal to the average of an-
nnal saiarr increases in  comparable
mmsntutions during the past five years A
record of the aecuracy of projecuons
should be mainiained mn ar append:x

{2) Recommendations to mmprove the eur-
rent competitive positions snould be re-
lated to the additional advantapes to be
derived

b It 1s also recommended that the Cahformia
State College Trustees select a list of com-



parable institations wathin the next year and
that agreements be negotiated to exchange
salary data 1 a form which wiil faciitate
compariscns. A st of the eritema used to
seleet comparable nstitutions, plus charae-
teristies of the wmstitutions selected. should
be wneluded 1n next year s report.

c. Specifie proposals for salary wnereases should
be accompanied by comparisons of enrrent
salary amounts and histome treads to com.
parable institutions The following general
principles are copsidered to be important.

(1) Salary data shonld be separated from
fringe benefit and special benefit data
for purposes of reporting salary com-
parsons.

A consistent form should De wsed from
year to year to present salary data. A
suggested form mught be to dlustrate a
five-vear historie trend im average sal-
ares by using 2 lLme gzraph for each
rank, An alternative mught be a table
which simply shows where Cahformia
ranked among comparable Imstitutions
during the past flve yesrs.

The corrent salary posiion mught best
be llustrated by showmng a list of aver.
age salares of the California mnstitutions
and the other comparable institutions
from the highest to the loweat average,
by rank for the last actmal and current
vears. This wnil show the relative posi-
ton of the Cahformia mantotion for the
last actual and currenc years, as weil as
the range of averages. Frequeney distri-
butions of faculty by rank or professor
should be inecorporated mn an appendix
and any signuficant limitations 1 the
use of averagesg hetween those particular
mstitut:ons m a2 given year should be
noted. For example, an nnusual propor-
tion of faculty 1n the high rangs or the
low ranks wonld affsct the comparability
of the anthmetic means
(3) Special data to illustrate a particular

problem 10 any given vear wonld be
appropriate as long as !t suppiements,
rather than replaces, basmc salary data.

d. Finally, it 15 recommended that salary data
be reported 1n a form by rank which compen-
sates for diferences in facuity distmbutions.
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C. Frnnge Banefits
1. Findings

a. The defmtion of fringe benefits generally
includes benefits availabie to all facunity that
have a doller cost ro the employer Benefits

!\'}

1

and services 1n kund are conmdered to be
fringe benefiis only 1f a cash payment ophion
1s aveilable. Retirement and health insur-
ance, by dJefimtion, are the omly two pro-
grams considered as fringe benedts by the
Tmversity of California and the Califormia
State Colleges.

b Comparsons ot rringe benedts. wwhen com-
parmsons have been made at all, have geger-
ally been Limited to the dollar comtribution
by the emplover and have not included ary
analysis of the quality of the benefits to the
employes.

Recommendations

a. It 15 recommended that fringe benpefit com.
parwsons of type of benefit be inelnded 1
faculty salary reports, but compared sepa-
rately from salaries. Such comparisons should
melude an anpalvsis of the quality of the
benefits as well as the dollar cost to the
emplover

b. Proposals to inerease specific fringe benefits
should be made separately from salares, 1n-
cluding separate cost estimates.

. Comments

Separate proposais for inereages n salaries and
fringe benefits should be made to minimze mis-
understanding about competitive positions. For
example, informanon submutted to the 1963
Legslature by the University of Califormia, m
support of a proposed salary increase for 1963-
64, compared total compensation data {salaries
plus fringe benefits) rather than salaries alone
This report stated itn part “‘In comparmg sal-
aries, fringe benefits must be taken mto ac-
count. Salary comparisons betwsen the Umver-
arty and other institutions based on salary slone
look far more favorable than comparisons of
salaries piug benefits.’’ The least favorable com-
parison was with fringe benmeflts. not salares,
thus the report recommended a salary increase
largely on the basms of a difersnce 1n frnge
benefits. Although 1t 19 felt that comparsons of
total compensation are appropriate inclosions in
a faculty salary report, such data should only
be 1n addition to rather than m place of sepa-
rate anaiyses of the current competitive position
in salarzes and fringe henefits,

D. Tetal Compensation

Findings

a. Total compensation data consiats of average
salartes plus a dollar amount representing
the employer’s cost of fringe benefits,

b. The Coordinating Couneil for Higher Eda-
cation, the Umversity of Califormia and the
Califorma State Colleges have 1 the past all
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used total compensation data prepared and
published by the American Associztion of
Univermty Professors 1n their respective
faculty salary reports
Recommendations
We recommend that total compensation data, as
reported by the American Association of Um-
versity Professors. be included in facuolty salary
TEports as a supplement to separate salary and
fringe benefit information

E. Speaal Prviieges and Benefis

L

[ -]

Findines

There are other faculty privileges and economie
benefits which are not clasmified as fringe bene-
fits becanse they may not be availabie to all
faculty or fit the deflmition of a fringe benefit
1n some other respect. Examples at the Tniver-
sity of Califormua include up to one-half the
cost of moving expenses, vacations for 11-month
appointees, the waiving of nonremdent twmition
for faculty children, sabbatical leaves with pay,
and other special and sick leaves with or with-
out pay

Recommendations

It 1s recommended that a hst of spemai pmwi-

leges and benefits be defined and summaries of
related policies be inclnded 1n a special section

nia than in other areas of the natwn. For
exgmple, 51 percent of the federal research
defense contracts were concentrated iz Cab-
forma durmng 1963-64

¢ The Umiversity of Califorma has genersl pol-
1e1es designed to wnsure that outside aetivities
do not mterfere with Unuversity responsibihi-
fies If outside aetivities interfere with Umi-
versity responsibilities, the faenlty member
generally must take a leave of absence with-
out pay until such outmde activities are com-
pleted. These and other related Umveraity
policzes were praised 1n a 1956 Carmegie-
financed stndy titled Unwversity Feoeully
Compensaton Policses ond Prachices

d. The Coordinating Couney for Higher Edu-
cation submutted excerpts from nationwide
studies relanng to the magmitnde of cutside
activities We have no way of deterrnining
bow the data may relate to Califorma, but if
the flonres are reasonable, them 1t appears
that probably a large percentage of faculty
bave at least one source of extra mcome
Sources of 1neome were reported are follows

Pereent of faculty
earning additonal

i future faculty salary reports so that the Source wmoome from source
Legislature will be aware of what these prim- I&‘m"f‘ - - ;;‘%
eneral writing ———
lem and benefits inelude Summer and extens.on tesching oo 25
3 Comments Goveroment consultag 15
The expansion or establishment of some of these Textbook writing - - 1‘3
specsal privileges and benefits could improve ::‘;’h““ "““'“1‘1“5 P - 1:)
T C service AN oundation cona o § .| . Rt
ecruiting suecess more than the expenditure of Other professiomal ncrvities 13

compmme amounts in salaries For e:amP]e' Source Dmvermty Facuity Compensation Policer and Practices
moning expenses are not currently offered by e e prassociation of Amencin Untversities, Tniveraity
the state colleges but some allowznee mught

make the diTerence of whether 2 voung candi-
date from the East conld accept an appoint.
ment If this type of benefit 1s proposed. i1t must
include adequate comtrols.

e The TUnned State Office of Educanon bas
just completed a nanonwide sample survev
of outside earnings of college fzeculty for
1961-62 Although data has not been pub-
lished vyet, speeial permission has been re-
cerved to report the followng results which
are quoted from a letter semt to the Lemis-
latrve Analyst on December § 1964 from toe
staff of the California State College Trustees

F Suppiementary income

1. Findings
a The multiple lovalties created by permitting
faculty to supplement their salates by earn-
Ing extra income from Tarious sources within

and outsmide hus college or Umiversity 1s rec. OUTSIDE EARNINGS OF TEACHING FACULTY ON

ognized as a problem common to institunens ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (9=10 MONTHS)
of mgher educanion throughout the Tnited The T S Office of Education has just completed a
States. pauonwide survey of cutside earnings bv a sampiing

b There apparently are proportivnatelr more of all college faculty nationwide for 1561-62 The re-
private consultwng opportumities m Califor- sults are as follows



Averaga
Perrent earnange
All with outside enrnings. oo oo _..__ T $2.200
Summer teaching _— 44 1.300
Other summer employment hbi L300
Other teQCRIDE oo e 13 2900
Rovalties e eeee 8 1,200
spesches __ L 200
Conenltant fres oo ___. . 1. 1.400
Retrement iindividoais who have retired who
teoch elsewhbere after reuring) oo cceeeo__ 1 3 400
Research 7 1,800
Other professional eOrQINER ... ceeceeeeeae 1 1300
Non-profestional SBFOINER . e s 1,%

The lughest average earnings by teaching field and
the percentage with outaide earmings are

Averape

Percent sarmwngr

Lew (which we do not have) e It $5.300

Enginesrmng - o £3 200

Buasiness and Commerce _ 38 2,900

Phrucal Sciences - B} 2 M0

Agmienlture — 71 =800
Psychology B85 27

In Lght of the Jomt Commurtee disenssion you might
be interested 1n the following

Average

Percent scrnwmgt

Secil Selences _ oo e T4 1,900
Fine Arts - - T 1600
Philoraphy T4 1500
Rehigion and Theology oo e e eem s 1.200

2. Recommendations

i We recommend that the Coordinating Coun.
cil for Hizher Education, the TUniversity of
Cabforma and the Califormia State Colleges
cooperate 1n determiming the extent to which
taculty memnpers participate 1n extra activi-
t1es to supplement their mime-month salaries
meluding 1nformation as to when extra ac-
uvites are usually performed (such as vaca-
uons, ete.) Sueh zeuwvities would 1melude
but not be limted to, lecturing, general writ-
s, summer and extenston teaching, govern-
ment consulting textbook wriung, private
cousulting, public service and foundauon
consulting aad other professionazl activities
If sueh a study suggests that the magnitude

of these aetavities is such that the perform-
ance of normal Truversity and state college
responsibthties are perhaps bemng adverselr
afected. then comsideration should be given

to the pessibility of meamntaining ore com-
plete and meamngful records, Such records
would aid admumstranve officials and aca-
demie senates when reviewing recommenda-
tions for promotions and salary inereases
and provide summart data for reporting to
the Legislaiure on these sigruficant facubty
weltare 1rems Next wvear s facultr sajarv re-
port of the Coordinaung Couned for Higher
Education snould 1ncorporate the results of
this studr

b We also recommend that existing state coi-
lege pobeles and enforcement practices re-
garding extra employment be reviewed and
updated.

¢ Frmally, 1t 15 recommended that faenlty sal-
ary reports keep the Legislature informed
sbout policres and practices relatinr to extra
employment

3 Comments
In our opmmon it would seem that any extra
employment would affect the quality of per-
formance of Unrversity responsibilities since
faculty survevs indieate that the average tae.
ulty workweek 15 534 hours. The time spent on
setivities for extra compensation (except dur-
g the summer) would be ou top of what the
facultr has defined as therr average worlweek
Because, 1n some 1nstanees, it s diffienlt to de-
termune whether a given 1ncome-produeing ac-
tivity, sueh as writing a book, 15 conuudered &
normal Tniversity responsibility or an extra
actiatyr, distinetions between normal and extra
activities need to be roore cleariv defined
Much of the omiside compensation recerved
by facultv comes 1n the form of rrauts made
direetiv to the faculty member rather than
through the Unrversite or colleces There 1s no
regular reperting of these grants or the per-
sonal compensation which they provide to fae.
ulty. and the colleges and Tniversity Jo not
consrder the reporting of suen imecome to be
feasible. It mav be desirable to encourase the
Congress to direet that grester number of
grants made by United States agemcies for re-
search be made directi~ to ycademie 1nstitu-
tions
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APPENDIX C

Methodology Employed by the California Postsecondary
Education Commission for Preparation of the Annual
Reports on University of California and California
State University and Colleges Faculty Salaries and

Cost of Fringe Benefits



WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLVED,

RESOLVED,

California Postsecondary
Education Commission

June 13, 1977

Resolution 17-77

Concerning the Methodology Employed for the
California Postsecondary Education Commission's
Annual Reports on
Faculty Salaries and Fringe Benefits

The University of California and the Califormia State
University and Colleges have expressed reservations with
the methodology used for the California Postsecondary
Education Commission's recent reports on faculty sala-
ries and fringe benefits, particularly with respect to
the computations for fringe benefits, and

Commission staff convened a technical advisory committee
consisting of representatives of the segments, the De-
partment of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative
Analyst to advise on possible revisions of the existing
methodology, and

The committee met on five occasions to thoroughly review
and discuss the methedology for the reports on faculry
salaries and fringe benefits, not only with respect to
the computations for fringe benefits, but also regarding
all other aspects of the methodology, and

Based on the advice of the committee, a revised meth-
odology has been developed by Commission staff; now
therefore, be it

That the California Postsecondary Education Commission
adopt the attached document entitled, Revised Methodology
for the Preparation of the Annual Report om Universicy of
California and California State Unlver31tv and Colleg__
Faculty Salaries and Fringe Benefits, 1578-79, which by
raference becomes a part of this resolution, and be it
further

That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the
Governor, the Legislature, the Department of Finance, the
Office of the Legislative Analyst, the Regents of the
University of California and the Trustees of the Cali-
formia State Unaversity and Colleges.



California Postsecondary
Education Commission

June 13, 1977

REVISED METHODOLOGY FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE ANNUAL REPORT ON
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
FACULTY SALARIES AND FRINGE BENEFITS, 1978-79

INTRODUCTION

The methodology to be employed for the 1978-79 report contains a
number of substantive modifications from that adopted by the Commis-
sion in September, 1974 and used for the annual reports for 1975-76,
1976-77, and 1977-78.

In developing this new methodology, both the University of Californmia
and the California State University and Colleges conferred with a
number of groups and Individuals, including representatives of fac~
ulty organizations. Subsequently, each segment submitted proposals
for changes in the existing methodology. These proposals were then
considered by a technical advisory committee established by the
Commission comnsisting not only of Commission staff and segmental
representatives, but also of representatives of the Department of
Finance and the Office of the Legislative Analyst.

In the past year, one aspect of the annual report on faculty salaries
and fringe benefits was heavily criticized; namely, the treatment of
the comparison of fringe benefits. This criticism centered on twoe
major points. The first related to the recent practice of treating
the cost of fringe benefits and the salary adjustments required to
achieve parity as additive to produce a figure for "Total Equivalent
Compensation” (TEC). This practice will be discontinued in subse-
quent years. The second criticism stemmed from the fact that the
comparison method was limited to the employer cost of benefits (ex-
pressed as a percentage of payroll). Since there is, at best, only
an indirect relationship between the value of fringe benefits to the
employee and the cost of those benefits to the employer, the use of
fringe benefit comparisons with other institutions can often be seri-
ously misleading.

Although the basic difficulties with frange benefit comparisons were
noted in the report for the 1977-78 fiscal year, it is proposed that
a much more definitive disclaimer be included in the text for the
1978-79 report. Clearly, a benefit package of given cost may be very
different from another benefit package of the same cest when the two
are defined and administered differently. By way of illustratiom,

if the employer adds to a pension fund to improve its actuarial in-
tegrity, it increases the cost of the benefit package but does not
rasult in any new or additional benefits.

The Commission will continue to show the results of the comparison
survey regarding the cost of fringe benefits but will display it
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separately from the salary data and will include a sufficiently de-
tailed explanation of the issues so as to avoird misunderstanding or
inappropriate use of the figures.

The second major change is the eliminatron of the "Cost of Living
Adjustment for Salaries." For the past three years, an adjustment
has been made 1n the projected salaries of the c¢omparison institu-
tions to account for changes in the rate of inflation. This adjust-
ment has been widely misunderstood. Tt i3 not an escalator clause
of the kind frequently found in collective bargaining agreements; it
is an index only of changes in the rate of inflation and not a mea-
sure of inflatiom itself.

The other changes are essentially technical in nature. To date, all
ranks average salary and fringe benefit projections have been made

on the basis of prior year (for the preliminary report) and current
year (for the final report) segmental staffing patterns. Since these
elements of compensation are implemented in the budget year, 1t is
desirable to establish a staffing pattern for that year. This will
be done by the University of California for the 1978-79 report and

by the Califormia State University and Colleges beginning in 1979-80.

The final change will affect only the computaticn of fringe benefits
for the California State University and Colleges. That svystem pre-
viously based its fringe benefit projections on the assumption that
no salary increase would be granted. Because an increase in salary
automatically increases applicable fringe benefits, a degree of dis-
tortion occurs. The University of California uses a system whereby
a salary increase is computed first, the automatic increases in
fringe benefits resulting from that increase accounted for, and the
fringe benefits calculated after this accounting. The Commission
believes the latter appreoach to be more reasonable and has there-
fore adopted 1t for both segments.

METHODOLOGY

The procedures to be employed for the 1978-79 budget year and in
subsequent years are as follows:

4. NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPORTS

Two reports will be prepared each year. The first report, based on
preliminary data, will bhe submitted to the Department of Finance in
November. The final report, based on the most current data, will be
submitted to the Legislative Budget Committee in April. In order to
meet these submission dates, the University of California and the
California State University and Colleges will forward data on com-
parison institutions and segmental faculty salaries to Commission
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staff by mid-October for the preliminary report and by late February
for the final report.

B. PRINCIPLE OF PARITY

The report will Indicate what adjustments would be needed for the
forthcoming year for salaries and costs of fringe benefits for Umi-
versity of Californla and California State University and Colleges'
faculty to achlieve and maintain rank-by-rank parity with such sala-
ries and costs of fringe benefits provided faculty in appropriate
comparison institutions. A separate list of comparison institutions
will be used by each of the California segments of higher educatiomn.
The report will separate calculations and displays of data related
to percentage increases required for parity in salaries from those
related to fringe benefit costs.

C. COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS!
Comparison instituticons for the University of California will be:

Cornell University

Harvard University

Stanford University

State University of New York at Buffaloe
University of Illinois

University of Michigan at Ann Arbor
University of Wisconsin at Madison
Yale University

Comparison institutloms for the California State University and Col-
leges will be:

East
State University of New York at Albany
State University of New York College at Buffalo
Syracuse University
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and Statz University
West

Oniversity of Southern Califormia
University of Hawaiil

University of Nevada

University of Oregon

Portland State Universicy

1. If any institution is omitted for any reason, a replacement will
be galected based upon the established eriteria by Commission
staff in mutual consultation with the segments, the Department of
Finance, and the Legislative Analyst. The Attachment indicates
the criteria for selection of the comparison institutiouns.
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Other
University of Colorado
Illinois State University
Northern Illinois University
Southern Illinois Universitcy
Indiana State Unaversity
Iowa State University
Wayne State University
Western Michigan University
Bowling Green State University -
Miami University (Ohio)
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee

D. FACULTY TO BE INCLUDED AND EXCLUDED

The faculties to be included in the comparisons are those with full-
time appointments at the ranks of professor, associate professor,
assistant professor, and instructor, employed on nine and eleven
month (prorated) appointments, (both regular and irregular ranks as
appropriate), with the exception of faculties in the health sciences,
summer sessions, extension programs and laboratory schools, provided
that these faculties are covered by salary scales or schedules other
than that of the regular faculty. At the rank of instructor, full-
time equivalent faculty are used because of the preponderance of
part-time appointments at this rank.

The faculty members to be included are those assigned to 1nstruction
(regardless of the assignments for research or other university pur-
poses), department chairmen (if not on an administrative galary
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave.

E. COMPUTATION OF AVERAGE SALARIES AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS

For each academic rank within the California State University and
Colleges' comparison groups, the total actual salary dollars for the
combined group 1s divided by the number of faculty within the ranmk
to derive average salaries by rank for their comparison institutions
as a whole. Average costs of fringe benefits will be computed in a
similar manner.

For the University of Californmia's comparison groups, the average
salary by rank is obtained for each comparison institution. The
single average salary (for each rank) for the comparison group 1s
then calculated by adding the average salaries at the eight compari-
son institutions and dividing by eight, thereby giving equal weipght
to each institution regardless of the number of faculty. The same
procedure should be used to compute the cost of fringe benefits.
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F. TFIVE-YEAR COMPOUND RATE OF SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT GROWTH

For the preliminary report, a five-year compound rate of change in
salaries and fringe benefits at each rank at the comparison insti-
tutions will be computed on the basis of actual salary and fringe
benefit data of the preceding year and of the prior five years.

In obtaining compound rates of change at the comparison institutions,
each segment will compute the average salary and fringe benefit costs
by rank for thelr respective comparison institution groups as spec-
ified in Section E above. Each will then caleculate the annual com~
pound growth rate changes in average salaries and fringe benefit
costs for each rank (over the five-year period) at their respective
comparision institutions. These rates of change will then be used

to project average salaries and costs of fringe benefits for that
rank forward for two years to the budget year.

The same procedure will be used in producing the final report, ex-
cept that the base year for the comparison institutions will be
moved forward one year, permitting the use of a one-year projection
rather than the two-year projection necessary in the preliminary
report. The California segments will use actual current salary and
fringe benefit data as reported by the comparison institutions
rather than budgeted figures,.

G. ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARY AND FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS

Average all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefit costs projected
for the budget year will be calculated for each segment, using the
average salaries and fringe benefits by rank projected for the budget
year for the comparison groups and the staffing pattern in the appro-
priate California segment. The California State University and Col-
leges will use the current year staffing pattern while the University
of California will use a staffing patterm projected for the budget
year. These all-ranks average salary and fringe benefit amounts for
the budget year comstitute the salaries and fringe benefits to be
provided to the corresponding California segment for that segment to
achieve parity, rank-by~rank, with its comparison group. The average
all-ranks salaries and fringe benefits thus projected to the budget
year for each California segment will then be compared with the cur-
rent all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefits for that segment
to determine the percentage increase required by the sesgment to
achieve parity. For the 1978~79 report, the California State Univer-
sity and Colleges will modify the percentage difference (to 1/10th of
a percentage point) to account for merit increases, promotions, and
faculty turnover, This adjustment will not be necessary for the
University of California since the projection of the staffing pattern
into the budget year will account for these adjustments automatically.
In subsequent years, the California State University and Colleges
will use the same procedure as the University of California.
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H. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The Commission will prepare supplementary tables containing five
yvears of trend data, with the data for the most recent year supplied
by the segments.

1. Humber of full-time faculty by rank:

2. Number and percent of new and continuing full-time faculty wath
the doctorate by rank;

3. Number and percent of full-time faculty with tenure or security
of appolntment by rank;

4. Separations of full-time faculty with tenure or security of
appointment by rank;

5. Destination of faculty who resign, by rank (indicating the name
of the institution for those faculty remalning in higher educa-
tion);

6. Sources of recruitment by rank;

7. Faculty promotiocnal patterns.
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ATTACHMENT

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

The following crateria will be used to select comparison institutions
for the University of California:

1. Each institution should be an eminent major university offering
a broad spectrum of undergraduate, graduate (Masters and Ph.D.),
and professional instruction, and with a faculty responsible for
research as well as teaching.

2. Each institution should be one with which the University is in

gignificant and continuing competition in the recruitment and
retention of faculty.

3. Each institution should be one from which 1t is possible to col-
lect salary data on a timely, voluntary and regular basis. (Not
all institutions are willing to provide their salary data, es-
peclally in the detall required for comparison purposes.)

4. The comparison group should be composed of both public and pri-
vate institutioms.

In selecting these institutions, stability over time in the comparil-
son Institutiomns group is important to enable the development of
faculty salary market perspective, time seriocus analysis, and the
contacts necessary for gathering required data.

The following criteria will be used for selection of comparison insti-
tutions for the California State University and Colleges. The insti-
tutlions selected according to these criteria are those which have
approximately the same functions with regard to undergraduate and
graduate instruction, and with which the Califionia State University
and Colleges compete for faculty.

1. General Comparability of Institutions

The expectations of faculty at the comparison institutions
should be relatively similar to those prevailing at the
California State University and Colleges. Consequently,
the comparison institutions should be large institutions
that offer both undergraduate and graduate instruction.
Excluded from consideration under this criterion were:

a. Institutions with less than 300 faculty members:
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b. The 20 institutions that awarded the greatest num-—
ber of doctoral degrees during the ten-year period,
1955-60 through 1968-69. (These 20 institutions
awarded nearly half of all doctoral degrees awarded
in the U.S. during this period);

c. Community Colleges and colleges without graduate
programs;

d. Institutions staffed with religious faculty.
Comparability of States' Ability to Support Higher Education

The basis of financial support available to the compariscn
institutions should be relatively similar to that of Cali-
fornia. Excluded from consideration were:

a. Institutions in states where the per capita income
in 1970 was more than ten percent below the U.S.
average. (California's per capita income was
approximately 14 percent above the U.S. average.)
The criterien was applied to both public and prai-
vate institutions;

b. Institutions in New York City and Washington, D.C.,
because of the high cost of living and the much
higher than average incomes in these cities.

Competition for Faculty

Institytions on the comparison list preferably should be
institutions from which California State University and
Colleges' faculty are recruited or vice versa.

Simi1laraity of Functions

The cowparison group should include institutioms that are
among the largest institutions with graduate programs but
which de not grant, or grant very few, doctoral degrees.1
(Nine CSUC campuses are among the 20 largest such institu-
tions in the country.)

Fringe Benefits

The comparison Iinstitutions should provide fringe benefits,
including a retirement program, that vests in the faculty
member within five years. This criterion was applied by
generally excluding from consideration institutions with
nonvesting retirement programs.

Category 1IIA in the AAUP report.
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6.

University of Califormia Comparison Institutions

The comparison group of Institutioms developed for the
California State University and Colleges should not in-
clude institutions used by the University of California
in determining its faculty compensation.

Acceptance as Comparison Institution

The comparison institutions preferably should be insti-
tutions that have been accepted previously for the pur-
pose of comparing faculty salaries in the California
State Unaversity and Colleges.

Senior or Tenured Faculry
The comparison group of institutions should have a
faculty mix ratio in their upper two ranks that is

similar to the ratio of faculty in the upper two ranks
of the California State University and Colleges.
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APPENDIX D

University of California and California State
Untversity and Colleges Comparison Institutions

1966-67 - 1981-82



UNIVERSITY QF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
AND COLLEGES COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS, 1966-67 - 1979-80

1966-67
University of California:

Columbia University
Harvard University
Princeton University
University of Michigan
Yale University

California State Colleges.

Bowling Green State University
Brooklyn College

Carleton College

Colorado State University
Occidental College

Pomona College

Purdue University

Rutgers State University
Southern Illinois University
Wesleyan University

1967-68
University of Califormia:

Columbia University
Cornell University
Harvard Universicy
Princeton University
University of Illinois
University of Michigan
University of Wisconsin
Yale University

California State Colleges:

Bowling Green State University
Brandeis University

Brooklyn College

Iowa State University
Occidental College

Pomona College

Purdue University

Rutgers State University
Southern Illinois University
University of Oregon



1968-69
University of California:

Cornell University

Harvard Unaiversity

Stanford University

State University of New York (Buffalo)
University of Illinois

University of Michigan

University of Wisconsin

Yale University

California State Colleges:

Bowling Green State University
Brandeis University

Brooklyn College

Brown University

Iowa State University

Michigan State University
Northwestern University

Pennsylvania State University

Purdue University

Rutgers State University

Southern Illinois University

State University of New York (Albany)
University of Colorado

University of Kentucky

University of Massachusetts (Amherst)
University of Oregon

Wayne State University

University of Minnesota

1969-70

University of California:
(No Change)

California State Colleges:

(No Change)
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1970-71
University of California:

Brown University

Columbia University
Cornell University
Harvard University
Princeton University
Michigan State University
Northwestern University
Ohio State University
Purdue University
University of Chicago
University of Indiana
University of Illinois
University of Iowa
University of Michigan
University of Minnesota
University of Pennsylvania
University of Wisconsin
Yale University

Stanford University

California State Colleges:
The Major Public University in Each State (50 Institutions)

University of Alabama
University of Alaska
University of Arizona
University of Arkansas
University of California
University of Colorado
University of Conmnecticut
University of Delaware
University of Florida
University of Georgila
University of Hawail
University of Idaho
University of Illinois
Indiana University
Unaiversity of Iowa
University of Kansas
University of Kentucky
Louisiana State University
University of Maine
University of Maryland
University of Massachusetts
University of Michigan



University of Minnesota
University of Mississippi
University of Missouri
University of Montana
University of Nebraska
University of MNevada
University of New Hampshire
University of New Mexico
Rutgers State University (New Jersey)
State University of New York (Buffalo)
University of North Carolina
University of North Dakota
Ohic Stare University
University of Oklahoma
University of Oregon
Pennsylvania State University
University of Rhode Island
University of South Carolina
University of South Dakota
University of Tennessee
University of Texas
University of Utah

University of Vermont
University of Virginia
University of Washington
West Virginia University
University of Wisconsin
University of Wyoming

Other Public Institutions Which Meet the Definition of a
University (20 Institutions)

Auburn University

Arizona State University
Colorado State University
Florida State University
Purdue University

Iowa State University

Kansas State University
Michigan State University
Wayne State University
Mississippi State University
New Mexico State Unaiversity
North Dakota State University
University of Cincinnata
Oklahoma State University
Oregon State University
Texas A & M University

Texas Technologircal College
University of Houston

Utah State University
Washington State University
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Private Institutions Which Meet the Definition of a
University (32 Institutions)

Stanford University
University of Southern California
Yale University

George Washington University
Illinois Institute of Technology
Northwestern University
University of Chicago

Tulane University

Johns Hopkins University
Boston University

Brandeis University

Clark University

Harvard University
Massachusetts Institute of Technelogy
Tufts Universicy

Washington University (St. Louis)
Princeton University

Columbia Universaity

Columbia Teachers College
Cornell University

Rew York University

Syracuse University

University of Rochester

Duke University

Case Western Reserve

Lehigh University

Temple University

University of Pennsylvania
University of Pittsburgh

Brown University

Vanderbilt University

Rice University

1971-72
University of California:
(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)
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1972-73
University of California:

(Same List as Used in 1968-69)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)

1973-74
University of California:
{(No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

Bowling Green State University

Illinois State University

Indiana S5tate University

Iowa State University

Miam:i University (Ohio)

Northern Illinois University

Portland State University

Southern Illinois University

State University of New York (Albany)

State University of New York (Buffalo College of Arts and Sciences)
Syracuse University

University of Colorado

University of Hawaii

University of Nevada

University of Oregon

University of Southern California

University of Wisconsin (Milwaukee)

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
Wayne State University

Western Michigan University

1974-75 Through 1981-82

University of Califormia:
{No Change)
California State University and Colleges:

(No Change)



APPENDIX E
University of California Salaries and Cost of Fringe Benefits

1981-82
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PLEASE BRING THIS MATERIAL TO THE MEETING,
SINCE ADDITIONAL COPIES WILL NOT BE AVAIL-
ABLE FOR DISTRIBUTION. EE; I:ES

Offrce of the President
November 12, 1980

TO MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE:
ITEM FOR ACTION

For Meeting of November 20, 1980

Re: Faculty Compensation, 1981-82

The President recommends that the Committee on Finance recommend
to The Regents:

1. That The Regents endorse, for 1981-82, a range 1ncrease
in faculty salaries equivalent to 9.5 percent of the
average faculty salaries in 1980-~81 (that average to
be adjusted for estimated merit increases and promotions
to be effective July 1, 1%81); and

2. That the President be authorized to adjust this compensation
recommendation as additional information becomes available
from the eight comparison 1nstitutions and based on con-
tinuing review of general economic cirrcumstances.

BACKGROUND

In the past several years, The Regents have placed faculty salaries
among the University's highest budget priorities. This vear (1980-81),
for the first time in a decade, salaries have reacned competitive
levels with other universities. In order to remain competitive,

1t will be necessary not only to compete on the traditional has:is

of salary, but also to recognize the effects of inflation, housing
prices, and related economic factors which lmplnge upon the recruit-
ment and retention of University of California faculty Therefore,

the request for 1981-82 1s based on comparison data as well as on
current and anticipated economic cilrcumstances.

This request recognizes the pelicy ". . . that the University of
California should be among the first rank of institutions natiocnally,
a4 status that has been justified over the vears”. (cCalifornia
Postsecondary Education Commission Report on Faculty Salaries --
Spraing, 1879.) Maintaining faculty salaries at a level appropriate

to a first-rank academic institution requires that the University

and the State collaborate in providing the necessary resources to
attract and retain the nation's best scholars. In the last two

years, legislative action has recognized this standard. Tt 1S 1mpor-
tant that the University and the State continue th.is positive 1mpetus.



The Comparison Survev and the Role of the Californta Postsecondary
Education Commission

Pursuant to Senate Concurrent Resclution 51 {1965 General Leg:s-
lative Session), each fiscal year, the Californ:ia Postsecondary
Education Commission (CPEC) submits two reports (one in the Fall
and the other in the Spraing) relating to faculty salaries and
benefits in the University of California and in the California
State University and Colleges. These reports present the results
of comparison surveys conducted by each institution, using a method
that 1s mutually agreed upon by CPEC and the segments. The eight
institutions included 1n the University of California comparison
Ssurvey are Cornell University, Harvard University, University of
Illinois, University of Michigan, Stanford University, University
of Wisconsin, Yale University, and the State University of New York
at Buffalo. In order to maintain a competitive position :in 1981-82
with this group of institutions, a minimum range adjustment of

2.7 percent 1s required.

Economlc Factors

In periods of economic stability with low inflation rates, comparison
data provide a relatively good measure of compensation regulrements.
However, in the current economic climate, comparirscn data based on
nistorical patterns (previous five years) fail to account sufficiently
for the likely actions of the comparison instlitutions as well as

the anticipated salary action of other leading academic institutions.
In addition, the unique features of the California econcmy and Lts
effect on the real income of faculty members are not sufficiently
recognized. As a result, this vear, as in the previous several
years, projected :inflation and other economlic circumstances must

be an important consideration 1in establishing compensaticn lavels.

Inflation

In 1979-80 the faculty received a 14.5 percent range adjustment.

The consumer price index for all urban consumers :acreased 13 1 peErcen
from July, 197% through June, 1980, while the same consumer orice
index for the State of California increased 15.7 percent. In

1980-81 the faculty range adjustment was 9.7 percent. The Bank of
America estimates a U.S. consumer price index movement Srom July,
1980 to July, 1981 of 9.2 percent and a California movement of

10 2 percent. Thus, 1n spite of substantial Regents' requests and
strong legislative support, the real wages of faculty members con-
tinue to decline. 1In 1977, The Regents took a position 1n Zfavor

of steps ". . . to recover, tc the extent possible, from the harmful
effects of inflation on the real purchasing power of the faculty"
This objective can only be achieved by attempting to ascertain

future Cal:ifornia inflation patterns and making appropriate adjust-
ments 1n the comparison projections. The following forecasts of
tnflation for 1981-82 :n this regard:

G-2



Forecast of: United States California

UCLA Business Forecasting

Project 8.0% 9.8%
Bank of America 9.8% 10.0%
State of California

Department of Finance 9.0% 9.2%

This information 1s helpful 1in recommending salary levels for
the coming academic year.

Other California Eccocnomic Factors

General inflation 1is only one factor affecting University of Californ:
faculty. ©The very high cost of housing 1s also an important factor
since the University's ability to attract and retain a high quality
faculty 1s influenced by the availability of affordable housing near
the campuses. It 1s estimated that housing costs in Californ:ia

exceed the national average by over 20 percent. Estimates are

that an 1981 housing prices in California w1ll increase by another

10 to 15 percent. "

In addition to housing prices, there are unique features of the
California economy that increase the cost of goods and services
These increased costs, 1n such areas as health care, i1nfluence
scholars' decisions regarding relocation to California. Therefore,
it 1s necessary for the Univers:ity to go beyond institutional
comparisons and general inflation trends 1in setting salaries.

The Recommended Range Adjustment

The recommended range adjustment in faculty salaries 1s egquilvalent
to 9.5 percent of the average faculty salary in 1980-8l. The
comparlison survey data based on the comparison 1nstitut:ons indicate
that the following rank-by-rank range adjustment would be reguired
to achieve parity at the mean of these institutions:

Professor 3.36 percent
Assoclate Professor 3.43 percent
Assistant Professor 2.76 percent

The University does not seek in this recommendation to make up for
accumulated lags in real income due to wnflation, nor i1s 1t the
intention to i1ndex the salary request to the past or anticipated
rate of inflation. Rather, 9.5 percent reflects our best judgment
of the required increase for University of California faculty to
retain their competitive standing.

It should be noted that funding of merit increases and prometions
for all academic employees 1s requested separately in The Regents'
Budget, and in conformity with past practice, the percentage of
range adjustment :s applied to the entire academic payroll in
developing the funding requirements.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDEMT-ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONNEL RELATIOMS

Projected Difference 1r Faculty Salaries

Comparison 8 Institutions (2}

1980-31 Average Salaries
1875-76 Average Salaries
3)1981-82 Projected Salarmies

uc (a)
1980-81 Average Salaries
1981-82 Projected Staffing

Fercentage Increase Needed to
adjust UC 1980-31 Salaries
to equal the projected
1981-62 average comparison
salaries

SPRING 1931
TABLE A-1

(1)

UC and Compa=ison Institutions

Associate Assistant (5)

Professor Professor Professor Average
38,144 25,635 20,096

27,545 18,8585 14,850

40,71C 27,260 21,349 34,543
38,330 25,466 21,214 32,664

2861.05 1023 56 772 18
6 21% 7 04% C.64% 5 75%

v1) Salary data exciude health sciences

{(2) Comparison I1nstitutions

Cornell University, Harvard University, Umiversity of I1linois,

University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), University of Wisconsin {Madison}, Yale University,
Stanford University and SURY-Buffalo, comouted from conficential data

{3) Compound annual growth rate over the five-year period 1s used for the one-year projection

(4) 1980-81 average salaries adjusted to i1nclude merits and oromotions to be effective

7/1/81

(5) Averages based on projected 1981-82 U.C staffing pattern
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT-ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONNEL RELATIONS

SPRING 1981
A
TABLE A-2{l)

Projected Difference 1n Fringe Benefits  UC and Comparison Institutions

Associate

Assistant

Professor Professor Professor Averaoe(4}
Lompar1ison Institutions
1980-31 Average Fringe Benefits (1) 7000 4961 4037
1975-76 Average Fringe Benefits (1) 4788 3430 2861
1981-82 Projected Fringe Benefits (2) 7852 5341 4325 6531
1980-81 Average Fringe Benefits (3) a758 6816 5844 Ba62
Percentage Adjustment needed to
make UL fringe benefite equal to
the 1981-82 projected average
comparison fringe benefits -22 60% -21.64% -26 Q0 -22 B2%
LESS (adjustment for the effect of a - 5 08%
5 75251 range adjustment)
Net 1ncrease in fringe henafits =27 80%

for parity in 1981-82

{1) Comouted from confidential data received from comparison institutions

(2) Compounc annual growth rate over the five-year period for each rank 15 used for the

ong-year projection

(3) Equivalent to an average of $992 20 plus 22 87% of average salary

14) Average based on projected 1981-82 UC staffing pattern
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THE UNIVERSITY DF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT-ACADEMIC AND STAFE PERSONNEL RELATIOHS
SPRING 1981
TABLE A-3

Average U Faculty Fringe Bensfits
(Employer Contributions)

Retirement/FICA 20 91% of salary
Unemployment Insurance .25% of saiary
Workmen's Compensation 1 08% of salary
Health Insurance -- Annuitants 63% of salary
Health Insurance $928 00
Life Insurance 16 20
Non-Industrial Disabitity Insurance 48 0C

TOTAL 5992 20 plus 22 B7° of salary

e,

SQURCE  Qffice of Budgetary Planning
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THE UWIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT-ACADEMIC AND STAFF PERSONMEL RELATIONS
SPRING 1981
TABLE A-4

Average Comparison Institution Salaries

Associate Assistant
Institution Professor Professor Professor
1980-81

A 41,064 (2) 28,236 (1) 21,861 (1)

B 33,214 (8) 24,040 (8) 20,568 {4)

* 38,383 (4) 27,527 (2) 16,591 (8)

D 40,392 (3) 24,345 {6) 19,094 (7)

E 36,538 (6) 26,183 (3) 20,582 (3)

F 36,816 (5) 25,610 (&) 20,515 (%)

G 35,875 (7) 24,908 (3) 21,343 (2)

H 42,871 (1) 24,228 (7) 20,215 (6)
Average 38,144 25,635 20,096

1975-76

A 27,895 (4) 19,292 (3) 14,859 (5)

B 24,381 (8) 17,681 (8) 15,201 {3)

*C 29,201 (3) 19,940 (1) 14,811 (&)

D 29,848 (1) 18,003 (7) 13,227 (8)

E 26,909 (8) 19,252 (4} 15,676 (1)

F 27,041 (5) 18,787 (5) 14,715 (7)

G 25,787 (7} 18,292 (6} 15,234 (2)

H 29,500 {2} 19,591 (2 15,080 (&)
Average 27,545 18,855 14,850

*Estimated on the basis of orevious vear's data

Note Confidential data recelved from comparison 1nstitutions tnclude 9- and 1l-month
full-time salarres for all schools and colleges except health s¢iences



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION

BERKELEY * DAVIS * IRVINE * LOS ANGELES * RIVERSIDE + SAN DIEGD * SAN FRAMCISCO

Office of the Vice President--

Academic and Staff Personnel Relations 5
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94710 J)Lb”ﬁv
November 17, 1980 j% S_
M ; : 5
A

Associate Director Kenneth B. O'Brien / d{)
California Postsecondary Education Commlssion

1020 - 12th Street

Sacramento, Califormia 95814

Dear Mr. Q'Brien:

On behalf of the University of California, I am pleased to transmit to

you the two sets of tables which are attached. The first set, A~1 -

A-4, contains the results of the Fall survey of projected average salaries
and fringe benefits together with the results of computations indicating
the percentage increase required to achieve parity (at the mean) with the
erght comparison institutions in 1981-82.

The second set of tables, B-1 - B-3, provides the supplementary information
required by the Commission. In accordance with discussions held last July
with Bill Storey, it was agreed that the number of these supplementary
tables could be reduced from seven to three. Consequently, tables B-2, B-4,
B-5 and B-6 have been deleted. We have retained data which our discussions
concluded to be the most useful in the preparation of the CPEC analysis of
UC faculty salary requests.

If there are matters about the above which require clarification, please
call Assistant Vice President Blakely.

For your information, at the November 1980 meeting of the Board of Regents
of the University, the President will recommend a range adjustment in
faculty salaries equal to 9.5 percent of average faculty salaries in
1980-81 (adjusted for merit increases and promotions to be effective Julv 1,
1981). You soen will receive a copy of that i1tem which comtains the
recommendation of the President to The Regents.

Sincerely,

/// N SR _,JL\_

e Y, / f
?gﬂlé Kleinéartner
Vice President

¢cc: President Saxon
Vice President Jenkins



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFURMNIA
SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

TABLE B-1
FULL-TT!E FACULTY BY RANK, 1980-81 (actual)?

Rank F.T.E. Percent
Professor 2,635.08 56%
Associate Profassor 1,109,27 24%
Assistant Professor 950.15 20%
Instructor -- -
(Total} 4,695,50 100%

dFull-time faculty by rank, by F.T.E. General campus,
9- and 11- months basis appointmants. Excludes the
health sciences: Schaols of Dentistry, Medicine,
Nursing, Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health, and
VYeterinary Medicine.

Sources: Corparate Personnel System, Payroll Information
as of April 30, 1980, and Academic Personnel Logs.

YP--Academic and Staff Personnel Relations
11/80 JGY



TABLE B-2

KUMBERY ALD PCRCENT OF FULL-TIME FACULTYb UITH
TERURE G2 SECURITY OF EMPLOYMENT, 1980-81

Total Wumber Faculty with Tenure or
of Faculty Security of Employgent
9-Manths 2 =
Professor 2,880 2,724 85.2%
Associate Professor 1,241 1,123 50.5%
Essistant Profassor 1,024 - - -
Instructor 58 -- -
(A11 Ranks) (5,183) (3,847) (74.2%)
Lecturer - 1,088 116 10.7%
11-Months
Professor 478 454 97.1%
Associate Professor 142 128 90.1%
Assistant Professor 151 - -
Instructor -- -- --
(A11 Ranks) (771) (592) (7?.87,)
Lecturer 18 7 38.9%

aCumpi]ed on a headcount basis. These aggregates are, therefore, higher than
those compiled in Table B-1 which are computed on an F.T.E. basis.

blncludes regular and frregular {Acting, Visiting, In-Residence, Adjunct) rank
titles and Lecturers and Senior Lecturers with and without Security of Employ-
ment. For purposes of this report, full-time isg defined as 50% or more time.
Excludes administrators with teaching titles at 0% time, faculty on special
leaves without pay, and faculty in the health sciences: Schools of Dentistry,
Medicine, Nursing, Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health, and Veterinary Medicine.

Sources: Corporate Personnel System, Payrall Information as of April 30, 1980,
and Academic Personnel Logs for 1980-81.

VP--Academic and Staff Personnel Relations
11/80 JGY c-10



TABLE B-3
FACULTY PROMOTIONAL PATTERNS. 1978-79 and 1979-2g2

Pramotad From Promaoted From

Asst. Professor to Assoc. Professor Assoc. Professor to ®rofessor
9-Mos. 11-Mos." TJotal 9-Mos. 11-Hos. Total
1978-79; 124 18 142 126 19 145
1979-80: 151 20 171 155 21 176

31ncludes regular rank titles only. For purposes of this report, full-time is
defined as 50% or more time. Excludes faculty 1n the health sciences:
Schools of Dentistry, Medicine, Nursing, Optometry, Pharmacy, Public Health,

and Veterinary Medicine.

Source: Academic Persgnnel Logs for 1978 and 1979

VP--Academic and Staff Personnel Relations
10/80 JgY
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ITEM
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Agenda Item 1
November 11-12, 1930

COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AND STAFF AFFAIRS
SALARY PROPOSAL - ACADEMIC SALARY GROUP - 1981-82
Background

In recent years the salary request for the academic group has

been based on a methodology which is based on the current rate

of inflation plus one fourth the sum necessary to restore faculty
purchasing power to the level of 1968-69. Last year the pro-
Jected rate of inflation was a record 11%. Because the infla-
tion rate was so high, the Board of Trustees adopted that figure
as the request for the Academic Salary Group for 1980-81 in lieu
of combining the inflation rate figure with the loss of purchasing
power figure. The salary increase ultimately granted was 9.75%.

The cost-of-living inflationary spiral continues to reach double
digit figures and there is little reason to believe it will drop
below such levels during the 1981-82 period. The twc tables
attached to this Agenda Item indicate the cumulative erosion in
the purchasing power of the CSUC faculty as a result of inflation
since 1968-69. The three attached graphs compare over a similar
time period changes in salaries for other CSUC cccupational groups
as well as with other measures of salaries prevailing in higher
education. From these data, it 1s evident that CSUC faculty
salaries have not kept up with trends in major occupational groups
nor with consumer prices. CSUC salaries have managed, however,

to catch up with nationwide salary trends in higher education.

The Current Propogsal

After careful consideration of the same factors involved in
developing the 1980-81 academic salary program, staff is proposing
that the Board of Trustees saek funds in an amount which will
prevent any further decline in the purchasing power of the aca-
demic employees of the CSUC, namely an across-the-hoard increase
of approximately 11% for 1981-82.

The staff have been directed to return to the Faculty and Staff
Affairs Committee in January with an action item on the proposal
to revise the faculty salary schedule. It is the intention of
the staff to recommend at that time that any additicnal costs
involved with any proposed revision of the salary scale would be
an additional reguest. There is no intention of recommending
that any portion of the cost of living request recommended to
the Board be used for funding a change in the salary schedule or
for any equity adjustments. Any further proposals which may be
made in January will be accompanied by a request for additional
funding.
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Agenda Item 1
November 11-12, 1980

Staff recommends, therefore, the adoption of the following
resolution:

RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of The California
State University and Colleges, that the Governor and
Legislature be urged to provide by 1981-82 funds suffi-
cient to permit an across-the-board increase of approx-
mately 11% in salaries for personnel in the Academic
Salary Group, and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Governor and Legislature be urged to
provide funds sufficient to permit fringe benefit improve-
ments equivalent to those granted other State employees

in 1981-82 including, pf possible, a dental plan.
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ATTACHMENT B
F&SA = Item 1
November 11-12, 1980

"REAL" INCOME QF
CSUC FULL PROFESSORS - MAXIMUM SALARY

DECLINE
CURERENT U.s. CpI CONSTANT FROM
DOLLARS FY AVERAGE DOLLARS 1968 LEVEL

Fall 196l $12,276 g0.07 513,629

62 13,020 91.14 14,2886

63 13,020 92.44 14,085

64 13,920 93.62 14,869

63 15,192 25.66 15,881

£6 lg,212 98.62 16,439

67 17,016 101.91 16,697

68 18,288 106.82 17,120~

69 19,224 113.14 16,991 0.8%

70 19,224 118.97 16,159 5.9

71 19,224 123.27 15,595 2.8

72 20,892 128.24 16,291 3.1

73 22,452 139.72 16,069 6.5

74 23,532 155.16 15,166 12.9

75 25,212 166.17 15,172 12.3

76 26,052 175.80 14,819 15.5

77 27,348 187.862 14,5786 17.5

78 27,348 205.23 13,328 28.5

79 31,416 232.55 13,509 6.7

80 34,476 (258.13) (12,359 (28.3

( ) Parentheses i1ndicate estimate with 11% inflation for 1980=31

*Indicates highest level of real income achieved



ATTACHMENT C
F&SA - Item 1
Novembar 11-12, 1980

Percent Change 1n Nominal Saiaries Since 1968
CSUC Faculty Salary Schedule & National Indicators

of Wages and Prices

250% . . . . - . - 250%
225% < 7 225%
200% =200%
173% -175%
150% .150%
123% . 125%
1003

. . . . . . . . . . ' l00s
68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 78 77 78 79 80

- am Blue Collar salar:.esl

- - White Collar salarie52
————— U.S. Consumer Prices
secssieaaes CSUC Faculty Salary Schedule

1. Average hourly earnings for production workers in private
non-£farm employment

National Survey of Professional, Administrative & Clerical

Workers (B.L.S.)
H-5



ATTACHMENT D
F&SA - Item 1
November 11-12, 1980

Faculty Salaries in the CSUC,
the University of california and
Other Public Universities

$30,000 , . . : \ , $30,000

25,000 25,000
20,000 20,000
15,000 15,0300
12,500 -~ - 12,300
10,000 ! ' ' ' ' t t t ' ! 10,000

€68 69 70 7L 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79
Note: Graph shows average salaries computed
using the CSUC staffing patterns.
e e University of California
=== Public Universities (source: AAUP)

"o e v eween csucC



ATTACHMENT E
&8A - Item 1
November 11-12,1980

Percent Change 1in Nominal Salaries Since 1968
CSUC Faculty Salary Schedule & Salaries Paid By

Selected Other Employers

2508 , , . . C . . . . . 250%
225% 225%
“
/l
200% 4 L2002

175%

130%

125%

100% . . . , | 100%

74 75 76 77 78 79 80

—— - Federal Government's General Schedule
— e m— Calif. State Employees Salaries
—— Nationwide Faculty Salary Index (with

8% projection for 80-3l)a

AR R CSUC Faculty Salary Schedule

a. Based on D. Kent Halstead's faculty salary index
adjusted to a 1968~-69 base year.
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APPENDIX 1

CATEGORIES OF MEASUREMENT FOR THE
CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

Category

I. Food and Beverages

A. Food

1. Food at home

a. Cereals and bakery products

(1) Cereals and cereal preducts

(a)

(b)
(c)

Flour and prepared

flour mixes

Cereal

Rice, pasta, and cornmeal

(2) Bakery products

(a)
(b)
(c)

{d)
(e)
(£)
(g)

(h)

White bread

Other Bread

Fresh bascuits, rolls, and
muffins

Fresh cakes and cupcakes
Cookies

Crackers and bread and

cracker products

Fresh sweetrolls, coffeecake,
and donuts

Frozen and refrigerated bakery
products and fresh pies, tarts
and turnovers

b  Meats, poultry, fish, and eggs

(1) Meats, poultry, fish

(a) Meats

I-1

Weight
18.685%

(1 518)

(4.189)



[1] Beef and wveal

[a] Ground beef other
than canned

[b] Chuck roast

[¢e] Round reast

[¢] Round steak

[e] Sirleoin steak

[f] Other beef and veal

[2] Pork
[fa] Bacon
[b] Chops
[e] Ham other than
canned

{d] Sausage
[e] Canned ham
[f] Other pork

[3] Other meats

[a] Frankfurters

[b] Bologna, liverwurst,
and salamz

[¢] Other lunchmeat

[d] Lamb and organ meats

(b) Poultry
[1] Fresh whole chicken
[2] Fresh and frozen chicken parts
[3] Other poultry

(¢) TFish and seafood
[1] Canned fish and seafood
[2] Fresh and frozen fish and

seafood
(2) Eggs
c. Dairy products (1.642)

(1) Fresh milk and cream

{a) Fresh whole milk
{(b) Other fresh milk and cream



(2) Processed dairy products

{a) Butter
{(b) Cheese

(c) Ice cream and related products
(d) oOther dairy products

d Fruits and vegetables (1.702)
(1) Fresh fruits and vegetables
(a) Fresh fruits

[1] Apples
[2] Bananas
[3] Oranges
[4] Other fresh fruits

(b) Fresh vegetables
[1] Potatces
[2] Lettuce

[3] Tomatoes
[4] Other fresh vegetables

(2) Processed fruits and vegetables

(a) Processed fruits

[1] Frozen fruit and fruit juices
[2] Fruit juices other than frozen
[3] Canned and dried fruits

(b) Processed vegetables

[1] Frozen vegetables

[2] Cut corn and canned beans
except lima

[3] Other canned and dried
vegetables

e. Other foods at home (3 152)
(1) Sugar and sweets
(a) Candy and chewing gum

(b) Sugar and artificial sweetepers
(c) Other sweets

I-3



(2) Fats

(a)
(b)

(c)

and o1ls

Margarine

Nondairy substitutes and peanut
butter

Other fats, oils and salad dressings

(3) Nonalcoholic beverages

(a)
(bJ

(e)
(d)
(e}

Cola drinks, excluding diet cola
Carbonated drinks, including
diet colsa

Roasted coffee

Freeze dried and instant coffee
Other noncarbonated drinks

(4) Other prepared foods

(a) Canned and packaged soup
(b) Frozen prepared foods
(¢) Snacks
(d) Seasonings, olives, pickles,
and relish
(e) Other condiments
(f) Miscellaneous prepared foods
(g) Other canned and packaged
prepared foods
2. Food away from home {5.454)
a. Lunch
b. Dinner
c. Other meals and snacks
B. Alcoholic beverages (1.029)
1. Alcoholic beverages at home
a. Beer and ale
b. Whiskey
€. Wine
d. Other alcoholic beverages
2. Alcoholic beverages away from home

I-4



II.

Housing 44.999%
A. Shelter
1. Rent, residential (5.273)
2. Other rental costs (0.734)

a. Lodging while out of town
b  Tenants' insurance

3. Home ownership
a. Home purchase (10.396)
b. Financing, taxes and insurance {10.902)
(1) Property insurance
(2) Property taxes
(3) Contracted mortgage interest cost
(4) Mortgage interest rates
c. Maintenance and repairs
(1) Maintenance and repair services (2.778)
(2) Maintenance and repair commodities (0.828)
(a) Paint and wallpaper, supplies
tools, and equipment
(b) Lumber, awnings, glass, and masonry
(c) Plumbing, electrical, heating,
and coocling supplies
(d) Miscellaneous supplies and equipment
B. Fuel and other utilities
1. Fuels
a  Fuel o0il, coal, and bottled gas (1.214)

(1) Fuel o1l
(2) Other fuels

b. Gas (piped) and electricity (3.393)

(1) Electricity
(2) Utilaity (piped) gas

I-5



C.

2. Other utilities and public services
a. Telephone services
(1) Local charges
{2) Interstate toll calls
(3) Intrastate toll calls
b. Water and sewerage maintenance

Household furnishings and operation

1. Housefurn:ishings
a. Textile housefurnishings

(1) Household linens
(2) Curtains, drapes, slipcovers,
and sewing materials

b. Furniture and bedding
(1) Bedroom furniture
(2) Sofas
(3) Living room chairs and tables

(4) Other furniture

c. Appliances 1ncluding TV and sound
equipment

(1) Television and sound equipment

{(a) Televasion
(b) Sound equipment

(2) Household appliances

(a) Refrigerators and home freezers

(b) Laundry equipment
(c) Other household appliances

[1] Stoves, dishwashers, vacuums,

and sewing machines

(1.870)

(4.139)

[2] Office machines, small electric
appliances, and air conditioners



d. Other household equipment

(1) Floor and window coverings, infants',
laundry, cleaning, and outdoor equipment

(2) Clocks, lamps, and decor items

(3) Tableware, serving pieces, and non-
electric kitchenware

(4) Lawn equipment, power tools, and other
hardware

2. Housekeeping supplies (1.459)

Soaps and detergents

Other laundry and cleaning products

c. Cleansing and toilet tissue, paper
towels and napkins

d. Stationery, stationery supplies, and
gift wrap

e. Miscellaneous household products

f. Lawn and garden supplies

[-al ']

3. Housekeeping services (2.015)

a. Postage

b. Moving, storage, freight, household
laundry, and drycleaning services
c. Appliance and furniture repair

IIT. Apparel and Upkeep 5.107%
A. Apparel commodities
1. Apparel commodities less footware
a. Men's and boys' (1.396)
(1) Men's
(a) Suits, sport coats, and jackets

(b) Coats and jackets

(c) Furnishings and special clothing
{(d) Shirts

(e) Dungarees, jeans, and trousers

(2) Boys'

(a) Coats, jackets, sweaters, and shirts

(b) Furnishings

(c) Suits, trousers, sport coats, and
Jackets

I-7



Iv.

2.

B. Apparel Services

b. Women's and girls'

(1.

{1) Women's
(a) Coats and jackets
(b) Dresses
{c) Separates and sportswear
(d) Underwear, nightwear, and hosiery
(e) Suits
(2) Garls'
(a) Coats, jackets, dresses, and suits
(b) Separates and sportswear
{c) Underwear, nightwear, hosiery, and

¢. Infants'

accessories

and toddlers'

d. Other apparel commodities

(1) Sewing materials and notions
(2) Jewelry and luggage

Footwear

a. Men's

b. Boys' and girls'

c. Women's

Laundry and dry cleaning other

. than coin operated

2. Other apparel services
Transportation
A. Private

1. New cars

2. Used cars

(0.

(0.

(o

(0

18.

(3.

(2

701)

108)

572)

.669)

.662)

572%

731)

.838)



V.

3. Gasoline

4. Automobile maintenance and repair

a, Body work

b. Automobile drive train, brake, and
miscellaneous mechanical repair

Cc. Maintenance and servicing

d. Power plant repair

5. Other private transportation

a. Other private transportation commodities

(1)
(2)

Motor o1l, coolant, and other products

Automobile parts and equipment

(a)
(b)

Tires
Other parts and equipment

b. Other private transportation services

{1) Automobile ipnsurance
{2) Automobile finance charges
{3) Automobile rental registration,

and

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

other fees

State registration

Drivers' license

Automobile inspection

Other automobile-related fees

B. Public Transportation

1. Airline fare

2. Intercaty bus fare

3. Intracity mass transit

4. Taxi fare

5. Intercity train fare

Medical Care

I-9

(5.619)

(1.473)

(0.712)

(3.133)

(1 066)

4.817%



A, Medical care commodities (0.802)
1. Prescription drugs
a. Anti-infective drugs
b. Tranquilizers and sedatives
c. Circulatories and diuretics
d. Hormones, diabetic drugs, biologicals, and
prescription medical supplies
e. Pain and symptom control drugs
f. Supplements, cough and cold preparations,
and respiratory agents
2. Nonprescription drugs and medical supplies

a. Eyeglasses

b. Internal and respiratory over-the-counter
drugs

c Nonprescription medical equipment and supplies
B. Medical care services

1. Professional services (1.911)
a. Physicians' services
b. Dental services
c. Other professional services

2. Other medical care services (2.104)
a. Hospital room

b  Other hospital and medical care services

Vi. Entertainment 3.738%
A Entertainment commodities (2.214)
1. Reading materials

a. Newpapers
b. Magazines, periodicals, and books

I-10



2. Sporting goods and equipment
a. Sport vehicles \
b. Indoor and warm weather sport equipment
c. Bicycles
d. Other sporting goods and equipment
3. Toys, hobbies, and other entertainment
a. Toys, hobbies, and music equipment
b. Photographic supplies and equipment
c. Pet supplies and expense
Entertainment services
1. Fees for participant sports

2. Admissions

3. Other entertainment services

VII. Other Goods and Services

A,

B.

C.

Tobacco products

1. Caigarettes
2. Other tobacco products and smoking
accessories

Personal Care
1. Torlet goods and personal care appliances

a. Products for the hair, hairpieces,
and wigs

b. Dental and shaving products

¢. Cosmetics, bath and nail preparations,
manicure and eye makeup implements

d. Other toilet goods and small personal
care appliances

2. Personal care services
a. Beauty parlor services for females
b. Haircuts and other barber shop

services for males

Personal and educational exﬁenses

(1.523)

4.081%

(1.080)

(0.728)

(0 905)



1. School books and supplies (0.174)

2. Personal and educational services

(1.195)

a. Tuition and other school fees

(1) College tuition
(2) Elementary and high school tuition

b. Personal expenses

I-12



SUMMARY

A summary of the classification and weight structure of the Consumer
Price Index 1s as follows:

I. Food and Beverages 18 685%
A. Cereals and bakery products’ 1.518
B. Meats, poultry, fish, and eggs 4.189
C. Dairy products 1.642
D. Fruits and vegetables 1 702
E. Other foods at home 3.152
F. Food away from home 5.454
G. Alcoholic beverages 1.029
I1. Housing 44,999
A. Rent, residentisal 5.273
B. Other rental costs 0.734
C. Home purchase 10.396
D. Financing, taxes, and insurance 10.902
E. Maintenance and repair services 2.778
F. Maintenance and repair commodities 0.828
G. Fuel o0il, coal, and bottled gas 1.214
H. Gas (piped) and electricity 3.393
I. Other utilities and public services 1.870
J. Housefurnishings 4.139
K. Housekeeping supplies 1 459
L. Housekeeping services 2 015
IIT. Apparel and Upkeep 5.107
A. Men's and boys' apparel 1.396
B. Women's and girls' apparel 1.701
C. Infants' and toddlers' apparel 0.108
D. Other apparel commodities 0.572
E. Footwear 0.669
F. Apparel services 0 662
IV. Transportatiocn 18.572
A. New cars 3.731
B. Used cars 2.838
C. Gasoline 5.619
D. Automobile maintenance and repair 1.473
E. Other praivate transportation
commodities 0.712
F. Other private transportation services 3 133
G. Public transportation 1.066



VI.

VII

*Totals do not add up to 100% due to rounding.

Medical Care

A. Medical care commodities
B. Medical care services
Entertainment

A. Entertainment commodities
B. Entertainment services

Other Goods and Services

Do

Tobacco products

Toilet goods and personal care
appliances

Personal care services

School books and supplies

Personal and educational services

Totals

I-14

ot

[l == =]

4.817

.802
-015

3 738

214

.523

4,081

.080

.728
.905

174
185

100.

003%*  99.99g9%*



APPENDIX J

Effect of Federal Taxes on b1sposab1e Income



APPENDIX J
EFFECT OF FEDERAL TAXES ON DISPQOSABLE INCOME

For the 1980-81 fiscal year, for example, California State
employees, including faculty, received a cost-of-living adjustment
of 9.75 percent. What 15 usually overlooked 1s the fact that not one
employee of the State actually received an increase that high in
terms of disposable income. For example, prior to the 1ncreage, an
unmarried employee claiming one deduction and making $20,000 per
year received take-home pay of $13,528 after deductions for federal
and State income taxes and Social Security payments, a net of 67.6
percent. VWith the 9.75 percent increase, gross income went to
$21,950 and net income to $14,480 for a net of 66.0 percent. Thus,
while gross income increased by 9.75 percent, net income 1ncreased by
only 7.0 percent. As indicated in Table 1, a similar relationship
between gross and net income obtains for State employees at every
other income category including faculty at the University or the
State University

These data are shown graphically in Charts 1 through 4. In Chart 1
1t can be seen that the space between the line for gross salary and
that for net salary widens as income rises. It should also be noted,
from Charts 2, 3, and 4 that the percentage taken for federal and

State income taXes rises as a percentage of income at each salary

interval.

These same charts show that the percentage taken for Social Security
payments stays constant at the lower salary levels and then begins to
fall slightly after the maximum payment ($1,588 through 1980 and
$1,975 1n 1981 and thereafter) has been made.

The final column of Table 1 shows the net percentage 1increase after
tax payments and 1t 1s noteworthy that the actual increase received
by persons earning between $15,000 and $43,900 ranges from a low of
7.03 percent to a high of 8.92 percent These figures are actually a
bit high since the new Social Security payment rate (6.65 percent 1in
1981 compared to 6.13 percent in 1980) 1s not reflected in these
figures. Thus, the increase of 9.75 percent that was added to Bross
salary should actually be reduced by between 0.8 and 2.7 percent,
depending on the amount of 1income and the number of deductions
claimed.

As a final note on tax increases, it should be mentioned that money
withheld from paychecks 1s not the same as actual taxes paid since
many taxpayers receive money back from the government when they file
their returns in April Nevertheless, the number of deductions
claimed and the amount withheld are intended to reflect actual taxes
paid and there i1s little doubt that the amount paid by taxpayers in
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recent years has 1ncreased relative to gross income and also in
relation to both the Gross National Product and, 1n California, the
Gross State Product. Tables 2 and 3 indicate the magnitude of these
increases.

What these two tables show 1s that government has been taking a very
slowly increasing share of personal income at both the federal and
State levels over the past decade or two, a trend that may have
helped fuel the so-called "taxpayers revolt" of recent vears. Al-
though the percentage increases may not seem great, it 1s well to
remember that an increase of one percent at the federal level pro-
duces about another $19 billion for the treasury while a State 1in-
crease of about 2.0 percent adds about $4 billion to the State trea-
sury, based on 1979 personal income figures. The fact that these
increases i1n governmental activity are not reflected in any of the
indices that purport to measure the cost-of-living has implications
for the validity of the indexes that have not generally been
considered 1n prior years.



TABLE 1
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GROSS AND NET INCOME AFTER DEDUCTIONS

FOR FEDERAL AND STATE INCOME TAXES AND SOCIAL SECURITY
PAYMENTS ASSUMING A 9.75 PERCENT INCREASE IN GROSS INCOME

Salary Category

and Gross Salary Net Salary Gross Sal- Net Salary
Before 9.75% After ary After After Net Pct.
Increase Deductions Pct. Increase  Deductions Pct. Increase
Single~1
Dependent
$15,000 510,893 72.6% $16,463 $11,706 71.1% 7.46%
20,000 13,528 67.6 21,950 14,480 66.0 7.03
25,000 15,775 63 1 27,438 17,060  62.2 8 15
30,000 18,220 60.7 32”950 19,803 60.1 8.69
35,000 20,720 59.2 38,413 22,547 58.7 B.82
40,000 23,220 58.1 43,900 25,291 57 6 8.92
Married-2
Dependents
$15,000 $12,013 80.1%  $16,463 $13,022 79.1%  8.40%
20,000 15,335 76.7 21,950 16,552 75.4 7 94
25,000 18,364 73.5 27,438 19,815 72.2 7 90
30,000 21,352 71.2 32,925 22,980 69.8 7.62
35,000 24,087 68.8 38,413 25,882 67.4 7.45
40,000 26,708 66.8 43,900 28,736 65.5 7.59
Married-4
Dependents
$15,000 §12,451 83.0% $16,463 §13,460 81.8% 8.10%
20,000 15,833 79.2 21,950 17,080 77.8 7.88
25,000 18,942 75.8 27,438 20,467 14.6 8.05
30,000 22,010 73.4 32,925 23,746 72.1 7.89
35,000 24,845 71.0 38,413 26,640 69.4 7.22
40,000 27,466 68.7 43,900 29,494 67.2 7.38
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TABLE 2

PERSONAL AND DISPOSABLE INCOME
1959 THROUGH 1979 1
(BILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

Disposable
Personal Tax Income as
P and Disposable a Percent of
Year Personal Income® Nontax Payments Income Personal Income
1959 $ 382.1 $ 46.0 § 336.1 88.0%
1960 399.7 50.4 349.4 87.4
1961 415.0 52.1 362.9 87.5
1962 440.7 56.8 383.9 871
1963 463.1 60.3 402.8 87.0
1964 495.7 58.6 437.0 88.2
1965 537.0 64.9 472.2 87.9
1966 584.9 74.5 510.4 87.3
1967 626.6 82.1 544.5 86.9
1968 685.2 97.1 588.1 B5.8
1969 745.8 115.4 630.4 84.5
1970 801.3 115.3 685.9 85.6
1971 859.1 116.3 742.8 86.5
1972 942 5 141.2 801.3 85 0
1973 1,052.4 150 8 901.7 85.7
1974 1,154.9 170 3 984.6 85 3
1975 1,255.5 168.8 1,086.7 86.6
1976 1,381.6 197.1 1,184.5 85 7
1977 1,531.6 226.4 1,305 1 85.2
1978 1,717.4 259.0 1,458.4 84.9
1979 1,924.2 299.9 1,624 3 84.4

1. Source: Survey of Current Business, page 26.

2. Personal Income 1is defined by the Department of Commerce as "the
sum of wage and salary disbursements, other labor income, pro-
prietors’ income, rental income of persoms, dividends, personal
interest income, and transfer payments, less personal contribu-
tions for social insurance." It should be noted that Social
Security taxes are not included in the Personal Income category
or the Personal Tax and Nontax Payments category, nor are pay-
ments for such programs as unemployment insurance, veterans life
insurance, and others. If these payments are considered to be
taxes, disposable income for 1978 and 1979 1s reduced to per-
centages of 81.6 and 81.0, respectively.

3 Personal Tax and Nontax Payments are defined by DOC as follows:
"Personal taxes include income, estate and gift, and personal
property taxes. Nontaxes include passport fees, fines and
penalties, donations, and tuitions and fees paid to schools and
hospitals operated mainly by government."” They include all
taxes paid to federal, State, and local suthorities.
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TABLE 3

ANNUAL RECEIPTS BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
AND EXPENDITURES BY THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA COMPARED
TO NATIONAL AND STATE TOTALS FOR PERSONAL INCOME
1970-71 THROUGH 1980-81
(BILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

National California State of

Personal Federal Personal California
Year Income Receipts Percent Income Expenditures Percent
1971 $ 859.1 5 188.4 21.9% $ B88.6 $§ 6.6 7.4%
1972 942.5 208.6 22.1 94.2 6.7 7.1
1973 1,052.4 232.2 22.1 102.5 7.4 712
1974 1,154.9 264.9 22.9 112.6 9.3 8.3
1975 1,255.5 281.0 22.4 125.6 10.3 8.2
1976 1,381.6 300.0 21.7 139.5 11 5 8.2
1977 1,531.6 357.8 23.4 155.6 12.6 3.1
1978 1,717 4 402.0 23.4 175 2 14.0 §0
1979 1,924.2 465.9 24.2 199.0 18.7 9.4
19802 (2,191.9) (517.9) (23.6) (226.5) (22.1) (9.8)
19817 (2,471.8) (604.0) (24.4)  (251.2) (26 0)  (9.6)

1. Personal income figures are for calendar years

2. Estimated

Sources: Econmomic Indicators; Governor's Budget, State of California,
1980-81; UCLA Economic Forecast
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APPENDIX K

Report on Medical School Clinical Compensation Plans
and Clinical Faculty Salaries

University of California and Comparison Institutions



UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION

PERKELEY * DAVIS * TAVINE ¢ LOS ANGELES » RIVERSIDE * SAN DIEGO * 8AN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA * SANTA CRUZ

Office of the Vice President-- BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720
Academic and Staff Personnel Relations

AN 22 10gy

January 19, 1981

Mr. Patrick M. Callan, Director

California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street

Sacramen?gjﬂfgljfornia 95814

C
Dear M. 11an:

I am pleased to supply three tables pursuant to our responsibility to
provide the Commission with data on Medical School C1inical Compensation.
There were no exceptions granted by the President to the uniform
compensation limitations contained in The Regents' approved Medical School
Clinical Compensation Plan.

You will note that there are eight rather than nine participating institutions
for this year's survey. The State University of New York has declined to
participate in this year's survey for reasons that are unknown to us. If you
have any questions concerning these tables, I suggest you contact Assistant
Vice President Blakely at 415/642-2626.

Sincerely,

Ki%%Té|£%é¥%bd%fﬁ%?r“

Vice President

cc: Assistant Vice President Baker
Assistant Vice President Blakely
Special Assistant Hopper
Director Condren



Medicine December 18, 1980
Department Date

Effective Date: 1680-81

Associlate Assistant
Key Professor Professor Frofessor
E $82,460 $51,392 $45,633
D 81,575 65,449 58,594
uc 76,067 60.979 51.550
c 74,886 54,263 44,598
A 73,103 61,865 47,911
B 68,573 53,093 43,918
G 68,056 53,697 43,279
F 66,153 58,295 47,925
Average Salary: $73,859 $57.379 $47,926
Standard
Deviation: $ 6,106 $ 5,022 $ 5,084



Pediatrices

Department

Rey Professor
uc $73,311
C 70,326
A 66,917
D 66,806
B 65,600
E 64,000
F 63,708
G 59,065
Average Salary: $66,216
Standard

Deviation: 5 4,322

Effective Date:

Associate
Professor

$58,5530

47,164
54,779
52,859
51,800
65,475
48,821

47,699

$53,393

$ 6,204

1980-81

December 18, 19&0
Date

Assistant
Professor

$44,719
45,469
41,923
45,110
41,363
46,486
41,087

38,033

—_—

$43,024

$ 2,874



Surgery December 18, 1980
Depar tment Date

Effective Date: 1980-8]1

Associate Assistant
Key Professor Professor Professor
D 5127,874 §95,545 $76,420
F 114,076 90,745 71,591
uc 109,773 80,216 65,886
B 102,187 79,714 70,875
A 97,873 76,750 69,929
E 90,743 68,923 52,746
G 90,439 76,022 59,590
c 88,913 - 40,747
Average Salary: $102,735 $81,131 $63,973
Standard
Deviation: $ 13,733 $ 9,105 $12,046



Qffice of the President
Marcn, 1979

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
REPORT ON MEDICAL SCHOOL CLINICAL COMPENSATION PLANS AND
CLINICAL FACULTY SALARIES
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Report on Medical Schoq} Clinical Compensation Plans and

Clinical Faculty Salaries

This report responds to Item 322 of the 1978 Conference Committee's Supple~

mental Report on the Budget B111 which recommends that:
UC shall report to CPEC annually on (1) its full-time clinical faculty
salaries and those of its comparison institutions (including a descrip-
tion of the type of compensation plans utilized by each YC school and
each comparison institution) and (2) the number of compensation plan
exceptions 1n effect at each UC school.

This report discusses the 1ssues in the above supplemental language by pro-

viding:

1. & description of the type of compensation plans utilized by each UC
scheol and each comparison nstitution ({Section I);

2. a discussion of the University's full-time clinical faculty salaries and
those of 1ts comparison institutions (Section II); and

3. a report on compensation plan exceptions (Section III).

I. Clinical Compensation Plans
General
Clinical compensation plans are compensation arrangements created by
medical schools to provide competitive income for physicians and other
faculty with direct patient-care responsibility as well as to further the
academic goals of the medical schools. As stated by the Association of
American Medical Colleges (AAMC) in their December, 1977 report on An

In-Depth Study of Seven Medical Practice Plans,

"The most commonly stated plan objective is the attraction and retention

of quality faculty through the provision of acceptable compensation

levels not achievable through other salary sources. An additional objec-
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tive quite prevalent among the . . . plans is the use of plan revenue
to halp achieve departmental and schooiwide program enrichment with

stable, flexible funds."

The AAMC reviewed the medical practice plans of the 112 M.D. degree-gran-

ting fully acredited medical schools in the U.S. and concluded that the

plans could be characterized by the degree of central centrol exercised

over the details of the plans' operations, along a "centralized/decentra-

1ized" axis. A summary of the three basic types of clinical compensation

plans was developed by the AAMC as follows:

Type A - a highly centralized compensation approach, characterized by
two basic and interreiated features. First, all patient-care fees are
collected and deposited to central accounts, usually with few references
to the origin of the bill beyond the requirements of accurate book-
keeping and physician liability and accountability for services rendered.
Second, physicians are placed on either individuaily set or departmen-
tally fixed incomes based on a predetermined compensation schedule

which recognizes such features as academic rank, previous or current
clinical services, and additional merit or service features,

Type B - an intermediate arrangement in which some common policy frame-
work exists for patient-care fee collection and disbursement. In this
approach a general policy is set for all medical school faculty with
patient-care responsibilities, requiring that they follow specified
bi11ing and collection procedures through a centrai office or departmen-
tal offices. Compensation is detarmined by a formula which recognizes
the productivity of patient-care activities as well as academic factors
such as rank and scholarship. Such compensation arrangements usually
set broad ranges for total compensation, recognizing the aforementioned

features, with set maxima either by depariment, school, or specialty.
K-8



Type C - the Teast disciplined arrangement, which allows wide variation
by individual department or among specialties as to how patient-care
fees are collected and subsequently distributed. The most extreme
example permits the faculty member to bill and retain virtuaily all

of the billable practice income with some requirement to reimburse

the institution for overhead cost (office space, hospital fees, etc.).

Table 2 (p. 11), provides a further description of this medical practice

plan typolegy, indicating by directional arrows the kind of movement that

typically occurs in the organization of a practice plan--from no plan to
decentralized, to intermediate, and to centralized.

University of California Uniform Medical School Clinical Compensation Plan

The University of California uniform Medical School Clinical Compensation

Plan, approved by The Regents in November, 1977 for implementation in 1978,

falls within the Type B category. It provides a uniform framework for

patient-care billing and sets uniform compensation maxima based on academic
rank and step. The Plan provides sufficient flexibility so that specific
parameters for the various medical specialties or disciplines within

the same department may be established as long as the maximum compensation

arrangements established by the Plan are not exceeded.

The key featuras of this Plan are:

1. The eleven-month regular faculty salary scale approved by The Regents
for each faculty rank forms the base salary for all medical school
ladder rank faculty. There is no differential in the base salary between
medical school faculty and general campus facul ty.

2. Arrangements for compensatfon in addition to the base salary are
limited to three types.

2. Negotiated Income - This is an amount of additional compensation
K-9



determined by a department or scheol that a cifnicfan can eapn via con-
tribution of income from patient-care (and certain other specified in-
come sources) to a group or pooled income system. There is an absolute

ceiling on this amount, as discussed below.

. Income Limitation Arrangements - These are arrangements whereby the

faculty member may retain, subject to assessments, income directly
from patient-care activities. Assessments are progressive and reach
a nearly confiscatory level at approximately three times the faculty

member's base salary.

. Combination Plans - These are arrangements whereby faculty members

share a predetermined portion of a pooled amount and are aliowed
to retain individual earnings beyond that amount up to a maximum

ce1ling.

3. Membership in this Plan is mandatory for all clinical faculty with

4.

patient-care responsihility who hold an appointment at 50% or more time,
and a1l income from professional services performed by these faculty is
subject to the terms of the Pian.

Accounting standards and monitoring practices are specified in the
guidelines for impiementattion of this Plan. Along with the Plan and
guidelines, accounting procadures have been developed which are

consistent with the Plan objectives.

Comparison Data Survey

One of the principal features of the uniform Medical Schoel Clinical

Compensation Plan is a provision for periodic review of the established

compensation maxima. In Section IV (Compensation), which sets forth the

formulae for deriving maximum compensation, provision IV.B.6 states:

Compensation levels and assessment rates will be reviewed periodically
by the Vice President--Academic and Staff Personnel Relations in 1ight

of comparison data from University of California Medical Schools as
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well as from other comparison institutions. On the basis of the Vice
President's report, the President, after consultation with the Academic
Senate, may recommend adjustments in the compensation levels in this
Plan to The Regents.
A set of comparison institutions was selected and a statistical method
adopted that would yi1eld the reguisite data to satisfy this provision of
the Medical School Clinical Compensation Plan as well as the requirement

for an annual report to the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

Selection of Comparison Institutions

Eight institutions that represent comparable programs were selected from
public and private sectors. Five of the institutions are public in
character and three are private. The 1nstitutions selected represent a
diverse spectrum and sufficient variation of settings and practice plan
arrangements to provide valid comparisons. Appendix B (see pp. 19-20)}
provides a brief description of the various compensation plans used by the

comparison institutions.

Comparison Institutions

Name Publiic or Private Compensation Plan
*Stanford Private yes
State Univ. of New York-
Upstate Medical School Public yes
Univ. of Chicago Private yes
*Univ. of I1linois Public no
*Univ. of Michigan Public yes
Univ. of Texas, Houston Public yes
*Univ. of Wisconsin Public yes
*Yale University Private yes

K-11
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The comparison institutions included five that are also in the general
campus survey {noted by asterisks). In addition, the University of
Texas, Houston, and the State University of New York-Upstate Medical
School were selected because they are part of larger multicampus systems

with more than one medical school.

Compensation Survey

A. Data Collection
Compensation plan information was obtained from the eight comparisen
medical schools by means of a questionnaire (see Appendix A, pp. 16-18).
The questionnaire was followed by phone calls, and a special meeting
which took place during the October, 1978 meeting of the AAMC in New
Orleans. At that special meeting of the comparison schools, there
was an extended discussion of the practical aspects of medical salary
and practice plan management, and arrangements were made to meet and/or
consult each year and to regularly exchange data. Further, Mr. William
L. Storey, Higher Education specialist with the California Pestsecondary
Education Commission, was consulted about this comparison study, and

has agreed to meet to discuss in detajl the methodology and conclusions.

B. Selection of Departments and Disciplines
Comparison of medical schools® salaries raises problems which do not
occur in comparing salaries of general campuses. On general university
campuses, overall salary averages for a given professorial rank are a
good reflection of what the individual faculty member is actually paid
at that rank. In medical schools, however, there is great variation in
individual salaries, and an overall salary average for a given medical
school is statistically unreliable. For that reason, it was not possible

to use overall salary averages from the comparison medical schools in
K-12



this study. Statistics from the annual AAMC report of clinical
salaries were similarly of 1ittle utility since they tend to aggregate
salaries from a variety of clinicians, both full and part-time, without
sufficient disaggregation in the sample to make the data useful for
this survey. The method that was devised to avoid the above problems
was to select a stratified sample of three clinical specialties which
are commoniy found in schools of medicine and which typically represent
a range of compensation within medical schools. The three clinical
specialties selected are (a) Pediatrics, typically at a lower level of
compensation; (b) Medicine, typically at a mid-level compensation; and
{c) Surgery, typically at a higher compensation. These three clinical
specialties are taken as representative of the medical schools at

large and are used as the base for developing the data for this study,
The salary data received from the thirteen medical schools (five from
UC and eight from comparison insitutions) are treated as follows:

a single weighted-average compensation is constructed from the five UC
medical school responses for each of the three specialties. That
weighted average is displayed in a ranked table (ranked by professorial
compensation) together with the responses from the eight comparison
medical schools (see Tables 3, 4, and 5, pp. 12, 13, and 14).

. The Method

For each of the specialties a simple average of the resulting table of
nine weighted averages is then calculated, as well as the standard
deviation. and entered at the bottom of each of Table 3, 4 and 5.

The single average for the five medical schools is examined in each

of the three ranked tables to determine where that average falls within
the sample of nine weighted averages; i.e., whether or not that particu-

lar average deviates significantly from the general average. The
K-13



tables reflect the following:
a. where the UC average falls within one standard deviation;
b. where the UC average is with respect to the average for the
group as a whole; and
c. whether the UC average is within one standard deviation of the
group average,
If the UC average is, in fact, within one standard deviation from the
group average, then the UC average can be considered to be not statis-
tically different from that of the group as a whole.
D. Results of the Clinicat Salary Comparison and University of California
Standing in Each Cateqory
Tables 3, 4, and 5 (see pp. 12, 13, and 14) indicate that the University's

average compensation is consistent with the overall average for each

specialty, as displayed below:

AVERAGE FULL PROFESSOR COMPENSATION - ABSTRACTED FROM TABLES 3, 4, 5.

Medicine Pediatrics Surgery
High 67,000 High 67,000 High 88,000
Average 60,440 uc 59,000 Average 79,440
uc 59,000 Average 57,560 uc 75,000
Low 54,000 Low 51,000 Low 67,000

From the table above, the following conclusions are drawn:

1. In Medicine (Table 3,p.12), average professorial compensation ranges
from a high of $67.000 per year to a low of $54,000, with an average
of 560,440, The UC average fofHMedic1ne 1s $59,000, slightly below
the group average.

2. In Pediatrics (Table 4,p.13), average professorial compensation ranges
K-14
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from a high of $67,000 per year to a Tow of $51,000, with an average
of $57,560. The UC average for Pediatrics is $59,000, slightly (but
not significantly) higher than the group average (within one standard
deviation from the average).
3. In Surgery (Table 5, p. 15), average professorial compensation ranges
from a high of $88,000 per year to a low of $67,000, with an average
of $79,440. The UC average for Surgery is $75,000, somewhat {but not
significantly)} below the group average.
Within each of the three specialties, the spread of salaries is not great,
supporting the assumption that the selected medical schools are comparable.
In each of the tables for the three specialties, the University's average
compensation is close to the overall average, as is displayed in the table
above. For these reasons, the compensation being paid in University of
California medical schools can be considered to be representative, com-
petitive and appropriate. Therefore, there appears to be no need at this
time to alter the current compensation formulas.
Exceptions to the Plan
Requests for exceptions, 1ncluding individual exceptions, to the Medical
School Clinical Compensation PTan may originate with the individual depart-
ment, and, subject to approval by the Dean, are then forwarded to the campus
Chancellor for the next approval step. The Chancellor then consults with the
campus Academic Senate. If the Chancellor approves the exception, the request
is recommended to the President for final approval. Al1 approved exceptions
to compensatton limits must be reported to the Board of Regents.
As part of the mplementation of the Plan it was agreed that certain 1imited
existing arrangements would be permitted to continue. Other than these ex-
ceptions, no individual exceptions have been made. Irvine has been permitted
to delay implementation of the Plan until January, 1980 in order to accommodate

the campus conversion from a gross to a net clinical fee compensation plan.
K-15



TABLE 1

COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS - MEDICAL SCHOOLS

Stanford University

State University of New York -
Upstate Medical School

University of Chicago
University of I1linois
University of Michigan
University of Texas, Houston
University of Wisconsin

Yale University

K-16
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AFFENDIX A

UNIVERSITY OF C:LIFCRNIA

Annual Medical School Faculty Salaty Survey

Instructions

The form will be provided for three departments only, Generzl Madieine,

Pediatrics, and Surgery. Thrae categorzes of compensation are identified
with defimitions. These are:

l. 3Base or Guaranrzed Component -~ the base salary derived from Univer-
sity of Californmia salary scales for that rank and guaranteed by
the University exclusive of fringe benefits;

2. University of Califormia Uniform Hadical School Clinical Compensa~
ticn, or expected compensation, not including the base salary
described in 1, above, which is received through or as a Tesult of
the operation of, and the individual faculty member’s participarion

in, the University of Califormia Uniform Medical School Clinical
Compegsation Plan, and

3. Grand Total Compensation ~ the sum of the ronies associated with

items 1 and 2 above, divided by the head count for that line of the
questionnaire.

In each case, one calculates the average for each box in the questiop-
nalre by totalling all the monies invelved in that category and then by
dividing by the head ccunt for that line of the questiounaire. Reasonable
estimates of the year's earnings should be reported -

or las:t year's actual earnings with any estimaced increrment.
Please specify the method used in the "comoents” section at the bottom of
each questionnaire.

For the departments specified above, include culy 12 mecath salaries for
full~-time paid faculty utilizing September 1 budget figures whenever possible.
Include the full salary of faculty on sabbatical Jeave, Exclude those faculty
at affiliated instirtutions, full salary for vacant positions, house staff and
fellows in all ranks and part-time and volunreer faculty.

Attached is a list of the subspecialties to be included withian three
departoents (General Medicine, Pediatrics znd Surgery). If you have aay
questions, please phone R.D. Menhepett at (415):642-1454.



SURGERY

GENERAL SURCGERY
THORACIC
CARDIO-VASCULAR
E.N.T.

UROLOGY
NEUROSURGERY
ORTHOFEDICS
PLASTIC

MEDICINE

GENERAL
CARDIOLOGY
ERDOCRINCLOGY
GASTRCENTEROLOGY
HEMATQLOGY
HEPATOLOGY
INFECTIOUS DISEASE
NEFHROLOGY
RHEUMATCLOGY
PULMORARY

K~20

APFENDIX A

PEDIATRICS

ALL, INCLUDING
PEDIATRIC
CARDIOLOGY

17
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APPENDIX B

Brief Descriptions of the Medical Compensation Plans at the Eight Comparison

Medical Schools

1)

2)

Stanford Universit

Stanford has a new practice plan that is currently being written and is
not yet available.

State University of New York - Upstate Medical School

Overall management of the practice plan is vested in a governing board
consisting essentially of the President, the Dean of the Medical School
and the medical school department chairmen. The departments have consi-
derable autonomy, and keep the accounts and do the bi11ling, The State is
paid for overhead costs, and the Medical School levies a surcharge on
gross practice plan income for its own use. (A Type "B" or Type "C" Plan)
University of Chicaqo

General guidelines are issued to the departments by the Dean's office.
Within those guidelines, individual practice plans are negotiated on a
departmental basis. The medical school is experimenting with a surcharge,
and with various kinds of non-salary incentives. Currently, however,

the individual departments have a good deal of autonomy. (A Type "“C" Plan)
University of I11inois

No formal practice plan exists. The medical school provides centralized
billing facilities. Beyond that, what happens is the result of individual
negotiation between the individual faculty member, his department and the
Dean's office.

University of Michigan

The plan 15 centralized, with a formal central business office run by a
full-time Director who reports directly to the Dean of the Medical School,

The central business office establishes policy, does billing and handles
K-22
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disbursements. The individual departments have comparatively 1ittle auto-
nomy. The plan was phased in gradually over the five-year period from
1973 to 1978. (A Type "A" Plan)

University of Texas at Houston

The plan is controlled by a Board of Directors consisting of the President,
Y.P. for Business Affairs and the department chairmen. The plan provides
for central billing and disbursement of funds; however, individual faculty
salaries are set through individual negotiation between a faculty member
and his department chairman. The departments have considerable autonomy.
(A Type "B" or Type "C" Plan)

University of Wisconsin

Although a written plan exists, its net effect is to vest authority in

the individual departments. Each department creates in effect its own
individual practice plan and does pretty much as it pleases, subject to
certain maximum salary constraints written into the central plan. (A

Type "B" or Type "C" Plan)

Yale University

The practice plan consists of a series of brief salary guidelines published
by the Dean which set up a framework for salary payment and establish the
permissible salary ranges within which an individual faculty member may

be paid. Each department develops fts own practice plan, in negotiation
with the Dean’'s office. Individual salaries are recommended by the

department chairman and approved by the Dean. (A Type "C" Plan)

- K:23



APPENDIX L

Letter From Associate Director O'Brien to Chancellor Hayward



August 9, 1979

Gerald Hayward

Director of Legisiative and
Pubiic Affairs

California Community Colleges
1238 S Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Jerry:

As you know, the Legislature took several actions during the cur-
rent session concerning the reperting of salary data. The first of
these emanated from the Legislative Analyst's report and requires the
Commission to include the Community Colleges in our annual reports on
University of California and California State University and Colieges
faculty salaries. The second action appropriated $15,000 to the
Chancellor's Office for the purpose of collecting salary data for the
1978~79 and 1979-80 fiscal years. The latter action, however, did
not specify the type of information to be collected.

It is my understanding that you discussed this subject with Bill
Storey and agreed that we should develop a detailed 1ist of the infor-
mation we will require for our report. After that, I presume you will
contact us if there are any questions ar ambiguities.

Our questions fall into three categories: (1) full-time faculty,
(2) part-time faculty, and (3) administrators. For each of these, we
will need the following:
Full-time facult

1. A T1stin? of all salary classifications (e.g., BA + 30,
MA, etc.) for each Community College district.

2. The actual salary at each step of each classification.

3. The number of faculty at each step of each classification.

4. The amounts of any bonuses that are granted to faculty, the
number of faculty receiving them, the total salary of every

faculty member receiving a bonus, and the reason for granting
the bonus.




Gerald Hayward
August 9, 1979

Page 2

The percentage increase in salary granted (i e., the
range adjustment) for the fiscal year covered by the
report.

The total number of full-time faculty in each district.
The mean salary received by those full-time faculty.

The total dollar amount paid to full-time faculty as a
group.

Part-time faculty

1.

The total number of part-time faculty employed by each
district on both a headcount and fulli-time-egquivalent
(FTE) basis.

2. The mean salary paid to each headcount faculty member in
each district.

3. The mean salary paid to each FTE faculty member in each
district.

4. The total dollar amount paid to all part-time faculty in
each district.

5. A summary of the compensation plan for part-time faculty
membars in each district.

Administrators

1. A Tist of all administrative positions (titles) 1n each
district.

2. The salary schedule for each peosition.

3. The number of headcount and FTE employees occupying each
administrative position.

4. The actual salary paid to each employee in each administrative
position.

5. The percentage increase in salary granted (i.e., the range

adjustment) for the fiscal year covered by the report.



Gerald Hayward
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Page 2

The percentage increase in salary granted (i.e., the
range adjustment) for the fiscal year covered by the
report.

The total number of full-time faculty in each district.
The mean salary received by those full-time faculty.

The total dollar amount paid to full-time faculty as a
group.

Part-time faculty

1.

The total number of part-time faculty employed by each
district on both a headcount and full-time-equivalent
(FTE) basis.

2. The mean salary paid to each headcount faculty member in
each district.

3. The mean salary paid to each FTE faculty member in each
district.

4. The total dollar amount paid to all part-time faculty in
each district.

5. A summary of the compensation plan for part-time faculty
members in each district.

Administrators

1. A list of all admnistrative positions (titles) in each
district.

2. The salary schedule for each position.

3. The number of headcount and FTE employees occupying each
administrative position.

4. The actual salary paid to each employee in eacn administrative
pasition.

5. The percentage increase in salary granted (i.e., the range

adjustment) for the fiscal year covered by the report.
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A few words of explanation may be in order. The data requested
for full-time faculty is very similar to that which has been collected
by the Chancellor's Office for a number of years but which was not
collected for 1978-79 due to Proposition 13 reductions. The only major
difference relates to the detail on bonuses which was not clearly pre-
sentad in prior reports.

We are asking for data on part-time faculty because of objections
raised by Community College representatives. At the time our prelimi-
nary report on Community College salaries was presented, many Commu=-
nity College representatives, including those from the Chancellor's
Office, complained that the data were misleading because part-time
faculty were not included. To avoid that difficulty in the future, it
is imperative that data on these faculty be included 1n next year's
report to the Legisiature,

We are also asking for data on administrators because of the con-
cerns expressed by both the Legislature (on the subject of academic
administration generally) and various Community College faculty organi-
zations. I am not sure we will publish any of the data on administrators
but we do want to be able to respond to questions should they arise.

The final item concerns the dates for receipt of the data. As you
know, we publish twe salary reports each year. Since the University
and the State University report to us each year by November 1, we think
1t would be appropriate to set November ] as a reporting date {for the
1978-79 data) for the Chancellor's Office as well. For the 1979-80
data, we would Tike to have a report by March 1 so that we may include
it in our final report to the Legislature. In future years, the March 1
date should become permanent.

If you have any questions concerning any of these matters, please
let me know.

Kenneth B. 0'Brien, Jr.
Associate Director

KBOB:mc



APPENDIX M

Information From the Chancellor's Office Report
on Community College Faculty Salaries



TABLE A

COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS WITH INCONSISTENCIES
IN FULL-TIME FACULTY HEADCOUNT

Faculty Count in Faculty Count in
Chancellor's Office Chancelior's Office
District Table 1 Table 2A
Cabrallo 176 177
Coachella Valley 101 102
Compton 76 74
Grossmont 238 234
Hartnell 105 109
Imperial 86 85
Pasadena 363 358
Rancho Santiago 232 228
Redwoods 111 119
Santa Clarita o= 47
Solano 120 121

*Where a "0" appears in Tables A through E, 1t cannot be determined
1f a count of zero 1s intended or 1f a district simply did not
respond.

TABLE B

COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS WITH INCONSISTENCIES
IN FULL-TIME FACULTY WITH OVERLOAD HEADCOUNT

Faculty Count in Faculty Count in
Chancellor's 0ffice Chancellor's Office
District Table 3A Table 5
Coast | 266 0
Contra Costa 251 244
Fremont~-Newark 48 56
Grossmont 142 181
Kern 112 0
Lassen 18 20
Long Beach 169 172
Los Rios 202 250
N. Orange 280 372
Pasadena 145 127
Rio Hondo 51 0
San Diego 192 0
Sierra 57 58
Siskiyous 28 30
Solano ‘ 55 54
Sweetwater 71 91
West Valley 98 112
Yuba 4B 49

M-1



COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS WITH INCONSISTENCIES

District

Coachella Valley

Coast

El Camino
Fremont-Newark
Grossmont
Kern

Los Rios

North Orange
Palomar

Palo Verde
Pasadena

Rio Hondo

San Bernardino
San Diego

San Francisco
San Jose

San Luis Obispo
Santa Monica
Sonoma

. Sweetwater
West Kern
West Valley
Yosemite

TABLE C

IN PART-TIME FACULTY HEADCOUNT

Faculty Count in
Chancellor's Office

Table 1

209
1,959
316
281
356
777
786
1,019
377
23
439
170
507
2,188
1,359
526
86
494
588
265
44
616
306

TABLE D

Faculty Count 1n

Chanceltor's Office

Table 4

255

314
314
480

1,099
1,276
378
459
675

1,354
530

514
582
301

743
302

DISTRICTS NOT REPORTING WEEKLY FACULTY CONTACT HOURS
FOR VARIOQUS CATEGORIES OF FACULTY

District

Kern

Rio Hondo

San Diego
Santa Claraita

Full-Time
Faculty
{No Overload)

> g g I

Shasta-Tehama-Trinity

Victor Valley

Full-Time
Faculty
{(With Overload)

Ll -

Part-Time
Faculty

PS DS opd e



TABLE E

INCONSISTENCIES IN WFCH COUNTS FOR
PART-TIME FACULTY

District Table 3A Table 4
Coast 7,836 0
Contra Costa 2,371 2,375
Foothill-De Anza 4,865 4,863
Lassen 899 300
Los Rios 3,235 3,217
Marin 1,136 1,137
Monterey Peninsula 1,542 1,541
Mt. San Jacinto 329 331
North Orange 5,752 5,934
Palomar 1,743 1,750
Pasadena 2,584 2,484
Peralta 5,980 5,981
Rancho Santiago 4,702 4,701
San Francisco 10,003 9,986
San Joaquin Delta 1,139 1,131
San Jose 2,437 2,457
San Mateo 2,841 2,839
Siskiyou 368 398
Sonoma County 1,251 3,197
State Center 675 676
Ventura County 4,286 4,289
Yosemite 1,572 1,564
Yuba 845 B55
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California Postsecondary
Education Commission

Resolution 2-81

Adopting the Preliminary Annual Report on Faculty Salaries an
California Public Higher Education, 1981-82. University of

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS ,

WHEREAS,

California and California State University and Colleges

Pursuant to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51 of the
1965 General Legislative Session, the California
Postsecondary Education Commission 1s required to submit
to the Governor and the Legislature an annual report on
faculty salaries and the cost of fringe benefits at the
University of California and the California State
University and Colleges for the forthcoming fiscal vyear,
and

In compliance with this directive, the Commission
prepares a preliminary report in the Fall, based upon
early information on compensation levels 1n comparison
institutions, for use by the Department of Finance 1n
preparation of the Governor's Budget, and a final report
in the Spring, based on updated ainformation on
compensation levels in comparison institutions, for use
by the Legislature 1in reviewing the Budget Bill, and

This preliminary report contains eight chapters including
discussions of the following subjects: (1) the requests
for range adjustments by the Regents of the University of
California and the Trustees of the California State
University and Colleges; (2) the percentage changes 1in
faculty salaries necessary to maintain parity with
compar:ison institutions; (3) the economic climate both
nationally and in California with particular references
to inflation and the price indexes that measure ity (&)
comparisons with other occupational groups, particularly
professional employees; (5) the problem of competition
from business and government for qualified faculty,
current and prospective; and (6) differences between
California 1institutions and their COMPAT1SON gZroups
regarding the cost of fringe benefits, and

This report does not constitute a recommendation of the
Commission, but rather a compilation of data reflecting
the economic status of faculty members 1n the public
segments for consideration by the Governor and the
Legislature in their determination of salary adjustments,
now, therefore, be 1t



RESOLVED, That the Californmia Postsecondary Education Commission
transmits this report to the Governor, the Director of
Finance, the Legislature, the Legislative Analyst, the
governing boards of the University of California and the
California State University and Colleges, and other
appropriate officials.

Adopted
January 19, 1981
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Annually, in accordance with Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1/
the University of California and the California State University and
Colleges subm:it to the Commission data on faculty salaries and the
cost of fringe benefits for their respective segments and for a group
of comparison instituticns 2/ On the basis of these data,
Commission staff develops estimates of the percentage changes in
salaries and the cost of fringe benefits required to attain paraty
with the comparison groups in the forthcoming fiscal year. The
methodology by which these data are collected and analyzed 1s de-
signed by the Commission in consultation with the two segments, the
Department of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst.
Commission staff audits the data and pPrepares two reports--a pre-
liminary report in the Fall and a final report 1n the Spring--which
are transmitted to the Governor, the Legislature, and appropriate
officials,

In addition to the reports on the four-year segments, a report on the
California Community Colleges has also been published beginning with
the Spring report for the 1979-80 fiscal year. This report was
developed as a result of a recommendation by the Legislative Analyst
in his Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1979-80 which directed that the
California Postsecondary Education Commission "1nclude community
college salaries and benefits in 1ts annual report on faculty
salaries " This information will be presented 1n the final report on
faculty salaries which wi1ll be released 1in April of 1981.

This preliminary report contains eight chapters. Included are dis-
cussions of segmental salary requests and projections from the com-
pariscen institutions for both salaries and the cost of fringe bene-
fits. There 1s a chapter on economic conditions which includes com-
ments on the general economic status of the profession, a presenta-
tion of the various indices for determining the cost-of-living, and
an analysis of the economic forecasts of several research groups.

Other chapters compare the financial welfare of faculty vis-a-vis

other professional groups, review some of the studies of outside

income recerved by faculty, and discuss the problem of competition
for faculty from the business and goveromental sectors. The final

chapter presents Commission staff's fiondings and conclusions for the
1981-82 fiscal year



History of the Salary Reports

The impetus for the faculty salary reports came from the Master Plan
Survey Team 1n 1960, which recommended that:

3. Greatly aincreased salaries and expanded fringe
benefits, such as health and group life insurance,
leaves, and travel funds to attend professional
meetings, housing, parking and moving expenses, be
provided for faculty members in order to make college
and university teaching attractive as compared with
business and industry.

8. Because of the continnal change in faculty demand and
supply, the coordinating agency annually collect per-
tinent data from all segments of higher education 1in
the state and thereby make possible the testing of the
assumptions underlying this report. 3/

For four years thereafter, the Legislature continually sought infor-
mation regarding faculty compensation, information which came pri-
marily from the Legislative Analyst in his Analysis of the Budget
Bill and from the Coordinating Council for Higher Educationm in its
annual reports to the Governor and the Legislature on the level of
support for public higher education. While undoubtedly helpful to
the process of determining faculty compensation levels, these
reports were considered to be insufficient, especially by the
Assembly, which consequently requested the Legislative Analyst to
prepare a specific report on the subject. &/

Early 1n the 1965 General Session, the Legislative Analyst presented
his report and recommended that the process of developing data for
use by the Legislature and the Governor in determining faculty com-
pensation be formalized. This recommendation was embodied 1n Senate
Concurrent Resolution No. 51, which specifically directed the Coor-
dinating Council to prepare annual reports in cooperation with the
University of California and the then Califormia State Colleges.

Since that time, the Coordinating Council and, subsequently, the
Commission, have submitted reports to the Governor and the Legisla-
ture. The first, a preliminary report, is released in December as an
aid to the Department of Finance in developing the Governor's Budget ;
the second, a final report, 5/ 1s 1ssued 1in the Spring for use by the
legislative fiscal committees during budget hearings

In each of these reports, faculty salaries and the cost of fringe
benefits in Califormia's four-year public segments are compared with
those of other institutions (both within and outside of California)
for the purpose of maintaining a competitive position 6/ Tradi-



tionally, other indices of faculty economic welfare, such as changes
in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) or comparisons with other occupa-
tional groups, have not been employed, since the original rationale
for the salary surveys was the maintenance of parity within the post-
secondary educational community rather than parity vis-a-vis the
cost-of-living or business and industry. Erosion in faculty
purchasing power was a minor concern since inflation was modest 1n
1965. The primary objective was to assure that California's public
institutions would be able to attract and retain the most qualified
faculty members available and thereby at least maintain, and
hopefully improve, the quality of educational programs. Throughout
the 1960s, there can be little doubt that this 1s exactly what
occurred, since salary increases 1in most years were greater than the
increases 1n the CPI.

As the State enters the 1980s, 1t 1s apparent that ecomomic condi-
tions have changed dramatically. As compensation has fallen behind
increases 1n the cost-of-living, economic data has become more
important and the reports have reflected this. Since i1t can be
argued that compensation for college and university teaching and
research have not kept pace with the cost-of-living, both the
segments and the organizations that represent their faculties have
imsisted that the comparison approach 1s no longer adequate as the
gole indicator of salary need. Increasingly, they have pointed to
the dual conditions of purchasing power erosion and competition from
business and industry. As a result, the Commission has included
sections on economic conditions 1n 1ts reports for the past several
budget cycles. In this, the fifteenth year of reporting, the
economic sections are larger and more comprehensive than in any
previous reports. In making this presentation, the Commission
believes that the information needed by the Governor, the
Legislature, and other interested parties will be provided.






CHAPTER II

SEGMENTAL REQUESTS FOR FACULTY SALARIES AND THE COST OF FRINGE
BENEFITS

Each year, the systemwide offices of the University and the State

University prepare requests for faculty salary range adjustments and
fringe benefit increases for approval by the Regents and the Trustees
and subsequent submission to the Governor and the Legislature. The
amounts requested and granted since 1965 are shown 1n Table 1, along
with the comparison methodology parity figures

Although, as Table 1 shows, the average increase granted to State
University faculty is approximately 0.5 percent higher than that
approved for University faculty since 1966-67, the disparity has
been eliminated altogether since 1975. In fact, in the past 15
yvears, different amounts have been granted to the two four-year
segments on only five occasions

University of California

On November 20 and 21, 1980, the University's Board of Regents dis-
cussed faculty salaries for the 1981-82 fiscal year and approved a
request for a 9.5 percent increase. In the agenda item accompanying
the request (see Appendix G), 1t was noted that the parity
projections, which are based on data from the comparison
institutions, indicate the need for a 2.7 percent increase (see page
12). In spite of that fact, the Universaty argues that the higher
amount is needed 1n order to keep pace with the rate of inflation, as
measured by the predicted change in the Consumer Price Index. In
recommending the 9.5 percent figure, which 1is unrelated to the
comparison institution data, the Regents relied on the cost-of-
living projections of the UCLA Business Forecasting Project, the
Bank of America, and the Department of Finance for 1981-82. 1/

Previous Commission salary reports contained discussions of such
matters as the staffing pattern used by the University in making
parity projections and 1ts use of only the higher paying of the
Ccomparison institutions to develop salary increase requests. For
the current cycle, the projected staffing pattern appears to be 1n
conformity with the trends that have been established over the past
ten years. {See Table 2.)

In prior years, the differences between the University's projections
and the actual staffing patterns have been as high as 14.2 percent.
This year, the estimates are much closer as Table 2 indicates. For



TABLE 1

PERCENTAGE INCREASES REQUESTED BY THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA
STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES AND THE AMOUNTS
GRANTED BY THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE
1966-67 THROUGH 1981-82

CCHE/CPEC

University of California State Comparison

California University and Colleges Methodology
Year Requested Granted Requested Granted Result

o csic

1966-67 8.1% 2.5% 11.2% 6.7% 2.5% 6.6%
1967-68 75 5.0 8.5 50 6.5 8.5
1968-69 5.4 5.0 10.5 75 5.5 10.0
1969-70 5.3 5.0 5 2 5.0 5.2 5.2
1970-71 7.2 0.0 7.0 0.0 7.2 7.0
1971-72 11.2 0.0 13.0 0.0 11.2 13.0
1972-73 13 1 9.0 13.0 8.4 13.1 13.0
1973-74 6.4 5.4 7.5 7.5 6.4 B.8
1974-75 4.5 5.5 5.5 5.3 4.5 4.2
1975-76 11.0 72 10 4 7.2 11.0 9.7
1976-77 4.6 4.3 7.2 4.3 4.6 4.6
1977-78 6.8 5.0 8.5 5.0 5.3 5.3
1978-79 9.3 0.0 9.9 0.0 33 33
1979-80 16.0 14.5 14.4 14.5 10.1 10.1
1980-81 10.5 9.8 11.0 9.8 5.0 0.8
1981-82 9.5 --- 17.7 -——- 2.7 - 2.6

Totals 112.3% 129.0%
Average 5 2% 5.7%



1971-72
1972-73
1973-74
1974-75
1975-76
1976-77
1977-78
1978-79
1979-80
1980-81 (Est.)

1981-82 (UC
Proj.)

1981-82 (CPEC
Proj.)

Difference
Between UC
and CPEC Proj.

TABLE 2

NUMBER OF FTE FACULTY AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA,
1971-72 THROUGH 1981-82

Associate Assistant

Professor Professor Professor
2,331.00 1,177.00 1,858.00
2,120.00 1,079.00 1,422 00
2,210.00 1,096.00 1,339 00
2,295.00 1,126 00 1,223.00
2,392 00 1,156.00 1,181.00
2,492.00 1,230.00 1,125.00
2,501.98 1,141.47 965.74
2,593.56 1,131.38 931.24
2,660.61 1,096.32 857.11
2,774.06 1,037.76 849.89
2,862 60 1,070 49 776.03
2,868.89 1,032.72 796.93
+0.2% - 3.5% + 2.7%

Total

5,366.

4,621.

4,645

4,664,

4,729.

4,847

4,609.
4,656.
4,614,

4,661.

4,709.

4,698.

00

00

00

00

00

.00

19
18
04

71

12

54

-2%



this reason, and also because this 1s a preliminary report, the Uni-
versity's projections appear to be reasonable.

The other difficulty with last year's Regental request concerned the
use of only four of the University's eight comparison institutions to
derive the salary increase request. In both the preliminary and
final Commission reports for 1980-81, this technique was challenged
on the grounds that losses in real income "did not Justify a
unilateral alteration of the methodology used by the Commission to
determine salary needs." 8/

This year, in making recommendations, the University has abandoned
the comparison methodology altogether as the State University did
some years earlier. The rationale for this change was stated by the
University's systemwide administration:

In periods of economic stability with low inflation rates,
comparison data provide a relatively good measure of
compensation requirements. However, 1n the current
economic climate, comparison data based on historical
patterns (previous five years) fail to account
sufficiently for the likely actions of the comparison
institutions as well as the anticipated salary action of
other leading academic institutions In addition, the
unique features of the California economy and i1ts effect
on the real income of faculty members are not sufficiently
recognized. As & result, this year, as in the previous
several years, projected inflation and other economic
circumstances must be an important comsideration 1n
establishing compensation levels. 9/

The argument that the five-year rate of growth in comparison institu-
tion salaries can no longer predict the actual salary increases those
institutions will grant in the budget year 1s discussed thoroughly in
Chapter III. In that chapter, it 1s noted that the percentage
increase granted to faculty in the comparison group has been slowly
increasing over the past four years and that there 1s a good chance
that 1t will increase again when the 1980-81 data 1s received in the
early Spring. For that reason, the University's argument has some
validity, at least in principle. What 15 not known, of course, 1s
how much that increase will be; that will have to await the update in
the final Commission salary report.

California State University and Colleges

At 1ts November 12 meeting, the Board of Trustees of the California
State University and Colleges approved 1ts request for a faculty

salary range adjustment. The resolution making that request 1s as

follows:



RESOLVED, By the Board of Trustees of the Californis State
University and Colleges, that the Governor and the
Legislature be urged to provide by 1981-82 funds
sufficient to permit an across-the-board 1ncrease of a
mimimum of 11% 1n salaries for personnel 1in the
academic salary group, and be 1t further

RESOLVED, That, since the faculty of the California State
University and Colleges have fallen behind for the past
12 years and that their present salary reflects a
decline of 26.7% 1in real income during this period, the
Trustees hereby request the Legislature to address and
remedy this decline, under a formula previously adopted
which would gradually remedy this loss by an additional
6.7%, and be 1t further

RESOLVED, That the Governor and the Legislature be urged to
provide funds sufficient to permit fringe benefit
improvements equivalent to those granted other state
employees in 1981-82 including, 1f possible, a dental
plan.

The 11.0 percent request 1s based on the Trustees' estimate of the

rate of inflation 1n the 1981-82 fiscal year. The additional request
of 6.7 percent 1s based on the supposition that State University

faculty have lost 26.8 percent of their "real income" between 1968-69
and 1980-81 and the recommendation that this loss be recouped over a
four-year period. The 6.7 percent represents one-fourth of the 26.8
percent figure (26.8 + 4 = 6.7). Thus, the Trustees' request 1s for
17.7 percent.

From the technical standpoint, there are two minor problems with the
Trustees' request. First, none of the agencies whose reports have
been examined by Commission staff 1s predicting an inflation rate as
high as 11.0 percent (See Chapter IV) in the budget year and 1t has
already been noted that the University of California's prediction is
for a rate of 9.5 percent. Second, the estimate for losses in real
income 1include the 11.0 percent estimate and also include a 7.0
percent retroactive pay increase that was granted to faculty by the
Legislature in 1979-80 but which has not yet been paid due to court
challenges. Nevertheless, the figure used by Commission staff
(26.2%) 1s stall almost identical to the Trustees' figure

It should be remembered that the 1968-69 year was a high point for
State University faculty and that a choice of different years

produces very different figures. For example, 1f the 1960-61 year 1s
chosen as a base, State University faculty have lost only 2.7 percent
through the current year, 1980-81. If the year before that, 1959-60,
1s chosen as a base, State Unmiversity faculty have actually gained



3.2 percent. If 1971-72 1s chosen, exactly ten years from the coming
budget year, the loss 1s only 14.8 percent. Further, 1f the Personal
Consumption Expenditures Index (PCE) is employed as 2 measure of the
cost-of-living, State University faculty show a gain of 6.5 percent
since 1960-61, a gain of 11.7 percent since 1959-60, and a loss of

only 15.1 percent since 1968-69. Table 3 shows the gains and losses
for State University faculty from several base years to the 1980-81
fiscal year.

TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE GAINS OR LOSSES IN REAL INCOME FOR
FACULTY OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
FROM VARIOUS BASE YEARS TO 1980-81

Base Percentage Percentage
Year Increases Percentage Increase Gain/Loss
Through in for State University Real Income
1980-81 CPI PCE Faculty CPI PCE
1959-60 192.6% 166.9% 202.3% + 3.2% +11.7%
1962-63 182.4 155.7 165.2 - 6.5 + 3.6
1965-66 168.4 142.6 129.7 -16.9 - 5.6
1968-69 140.6 119.5 90.7 -26.2 -15.1
1971-72 108.6 92.6 81.7 -14.8 - 6.0
1974-75 65.6 55.0 48.0 -11.9 - 4.7
1977-78 37.0 31.0 26.1 - 8.7 - 3.9

By way of explanation, Table 3 shows that the Consumer Price Index
has increased by 192.6 percent since 1959-60 through 1980-81,
assuming a current year rate of inflation of 10.5 percent. Using an
assumed current year rate of 9.7 percent for the PCE, that index has
increased 166.9 percent since 1959-60. With the 9.75 percent
increased granted to State University faculty in 1980-81, that
segment has had a 202.3 percent increase since 1959-60. When the
indices are compared to the faculty range adjustments, the results
are gains of 3.2 and 11.7 percent relative to the CPI and the PCE,
respectively, since 1959-60.

What clearly emerges 1s that the choices of both the 1968-69 fiscal
yvear and of the CPI as an index of inflation are uniquely favorable
to the advocates of substantial faculty salary incresses, since

1968-69 was the year of greatest gain relative to the cost-of-1living
and because losses are more pronounced when the CPI 1s used. From
the high point, losses i1n comparison to inflation diminish steadily,
regardless of whether & base period before or after 1968-69 is



chosen. This 1s not to say that losses i1n real income have not been
experienced because they most certainly have. It 1s to say that they
may not be as great as the Trustees indicate.

In reviewing the requests from both the Regents and the Trustees, 1t
seems clear that the comparison methodology has now been rejected
completely by both of the senior segments. This vear marks the first
time that has happened since the University has, until now, relied
primarily on comparison data to develop its requests. Last year, as
noted above, the Regents attempted to modify the comparison
methodology by employing only four of their eight comparison
institutions but it was clear then, and 1s clearer now, that a strict
reliance on a predictive mechanism for comparable colleges and
universities is no longer acceptable to either segment. In addition,
there has been a growing trend in the two central offices to consider
faculty as another group of State employees for salary purposes, a
trend which began with the recommendation by both governing boards
that faculty be treated the same as other State employees where
fringe benefits are concerned, and which 1s continuing i1nto the area
of general salary increases. It should also be mentioned that until
recently, the Governor and the Legislature have also considered
faculty to be a separate group.

Over the past twenty years, or any intervening group of years, it
seems quite clear that the independence of the faculty, vis-a-vis
State employees generally, has not been beneficial to faculty Thas
fact is demonstrated in Table 4.

TABLE 4

PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN FACULTY SALARIES RELATIVE TO
STATE EMPLOYEES' SALARIES FROM VARIOUS BASE YEARS TO 1980-81

Base Percentage Percentage Percentage Gain

Year Increases in Increases 1n Relative to
Through State Employee uc csuc uc csuc
1980-81 Salaries Salaries Salaries Salaries Salaries
1959-60 240.4% 171.6% 202.3% + 25 3% + 12.6%
1962-63 183.7 138.2 165.2 + 19.1 + 7.0
1965-66 154.0 112.2 129.7 + 19.7 + 10.6
1968-69 118.9 B7.7 90.7 + 16.6 + 14.8
1971-72 97.0 78.8 81.7 + 10.2 + 8.4
1974-75 53.7 47.5 48.0 + 4.2 + 3.8
1977-78 25.6 25.6 25.6 0.0 0.0

What this table shows is that State employees have gained between 0.6
and 1,2 percentage points per year relative to University and State
University faculty since 1959-60. The specific average annual gains
from the same base years shown in Table 4 are shown in Table 5.
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TABLE 5

AVERAGE ANNUAL PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCES IN SALARY
INCREASES BETWEEN CALIFORNIA STATE CIVIL SERVICE
EMPLOYEES AND FACULTY OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
FROM VARIOUS BASE YEARS TO 1980-81

Average Annual Gain
By California State
Employees Relative to:

University California
Base Year of State University
Through California and Colleges
1980-81 Faculty Faculty
1959-60 + 1.2% + 0.6%
1962-63 + 1.1 + 0.4
1965-66 + 1.3 + 0.7
1968-69 + 1.4 + 1.2
1971-72 + 1.1 + 0.9
1974-75 + 0.7 + 0.6
197778 0.0 00

Thus, while State employees have gained ground relative to faculty
over the past twenty years, the average annual gains have been
steadily reduced since 1968-69 and eliminated altogether over the
past three years when the range adjustments have been the same for
both groups.

As a final note on the faculty salary requests by the two four-year
segments, 1t should be remembered that neither governing board has

formally asked for the same 1increases granted to the State employees
for 1981-82. This request 1s formal with respect to fringe benefits
(see Chapter VII). What has happened over the past three years 1is

that the Governor and the Legislature have granted the same increase
to faculty, non-faculty employees in higher education, and civil

service employees. Whether that practice will continue to be ex-

pressed 1n State budget decisions is unknown but 1t 1s clear that the
procedures which resulted in individual consideration of salary in-
creases have been abandoned, at least temporarily.
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CHAPTER IT1

PROJECTED SALARIES AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES REQUIRED FOR PARITY WITH
THE COMPARISON INSTITUTION GROUP PROJECTIONS, 1980-81 AND 1981-82

The projected 1980-81 and 1981-82 salaries for faculty at the
University of California and the California State University and
Colleges are shown in Table 6. (See Appendices E and F for the
computation of these figures, as well as those for the cost of fringe
benefits )

TABLE 6

ALL RANKS AVERAGE SALARY REQUIRED AT THE UNIVERSITY
OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
AND COLLEGES TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON
INSTITUTION PROJECTIONS FOR
1980-81 AND 1981-82

Comparison Comparison Inst.
uc And CSUC Institutions' Projections Lead
Salaries Salary Projections UC And CSUC BY:
Institution in 1980-81 1980-81 1981-82 1980-81  1981-82
University of $32,281 $31,289  $33,157 =3.07% +2.71%
California
California $28,787 $26,489  $28,041 -7.98%  -2.59%

State University
and Colleges

Table 6 shows that, assuming the comparison institutions maintain

the same rate of salary growth in 1980-81 and 1981-82 that they have
over the past five years, the California segments curreatly enjoy a
salary advantage of between 3.1 and 8.0 percent. As a result, the

University will require only a modest increase in 1981-82 with the

State University system showing a required decrease to equal the

comparison institution projections for the first time ever.

The projections contained 1n Table 6 are based on the salary increase
experience of the comparison institutions over a five-year period.
As noted earlier, there has been criticism of this technique on the
grounds that rapid changes in the cost-of-living and the salary

-12-



increases granted to comparison 1institutions tend to depress the
projections and show the Califormia institutions in a more favorable
position than they actually are. In other words, while the five-year
average for a comparison group may be only six percent, increases 1n
the current year may be significantly higher, a circumstance which,
1f true, would show the projected all-ranks average salary for the
comparison group to be lower than 1t actually 1s and the California
institutions, for which current data are available, to be further
ahead than they really are.

In the two previous final reports on faculty salaries published by
the Commission, this 1ssue was examined in some detail and
comparisons made between the projected salaries 1n the compariscn
institutions and the actual salaries that were reported after the
fact. This examination revealed that the projections were extremely
accurate with the average error being no more than +1 percent over
the past seven years For the State Univers:ity in the 1979~80 fiscal
year, the error was +0.6 percent, 1ndicating that the reported parity
figure for that segment was actually 0.6 percent higher than it
should have been.

In spite of this, however, the criticism of the method persists and
for the current year, i1t may have more validity than in previous
years. Table 7 shows the average annual changes for each
professorial rank at both the University and the State University for
the five-year period used to derive the parity figures in this
report. It shows average annual increases of between 5.42 and 6.11
percent depending on the rank and comparison group surveyed. It also
shows that the changes are relatively consistent from vear to year
with only a few exceptions. The percentage 1ncreases used to project
the 1981-82 parity figures are about six percent for both the
University and the State University.

The annual report of the American Association of Universaity
Professors (AAUP) which will be discussed briefly in Chapter IV
reports that the average salary increase between 1978-79 and 1979-80
was 7.1 percent for all institutions; Category I institutions (the
category applicable to the University of Californmia) received an
average increase of 6.9 percent and Category IIA institutions (the
category applicable to the California State University and Colleges)
received an average increase of 7.9 percent.

Another consideration arises from a recent article in the Chronicle
of Higher Education (October 27, 1980) which reports the results of a
survey of 2,400 faculty members in institutions of all types for the
1980-81 fiscal year. This survey derived its data directly from

faculty members {rather than from the colleges and universities that
employ them) and shows an average increase between 1979-80 and 1980-
Bl of 9.8 percent for institutions granting the doctorate degree and
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TABLE 7

ANNUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASES, RANK-BY=-RANK,
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA
STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS
1974-75 TO 1979-80

1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79

Segment and to to to to to
Rank 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 Average
Professor
uc 6.67% 4,50% 5.40% 6.57% 7.45% 6.11%
Csuc B.72 4.94 3.77 6.48 5.73 5.91
Associate
Professor
uc 5.33 3.69 5.75 6.28 7.22 5.65
csuc 8.11 3.79 4,27 7.01 5.97 5.82
Assistant
Professor
uc 5.67 4.60 5.52 6.61 5.30 5.54
csuc 6.98 3.54 4.45 6.25 5.91 5.42
Instructor
(CSUC Only) 8.21 4.55 4.43 5.41 5 22 5 56
All Ranks#
uc 6 20 4 33 5.50 6.51 7.04 5.92
csuc 8.23 4.36 4.04 6 58 5 82 5.81

*Weighted by University of Californmia and California State University
and Colleges staffing patterns (See Appendices E and F).
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8.1 percent for institutions granting graduate degrees but not
doctorates. Once again, these figures are much higher than would
normally be expected for the 1980-81 year.

It should be remembered that the average 1ncreases granted to the
University of Califormia's comparison institutions have increased
stead:ly for the past four years and, given the recent article from
the Chronicle, may be expected to continue that trend. The increases
for the State University's comparison group has increased from an
average of 4.4 percent in 1976-77 to 5.8 percent in 1979-80 even
though the latter percentage was a slight decrease from 1978-79.
Given the high rate of inflation over the past two years and the
predicted 1980-81 increase of 8.1 percent for State University type
institutions, it seems likely that the State University comparison
group will show a 1980-81 increase of more than the 5.8 percent
reported for 1979-80,

The significance of these figures 1s shown 1n several simulations 1in
Tables 8 and 9. They show parity figures for the University and the
State University based on growth rates of between six and ten percent
in the comparison group salaries rather than the rates used for Table
6 which produced the parity figures of +2.71 percent for the
University and -2.59 percent for the State University.

Over the past several years, the average annual increases 1in the
salaries for faculty at the University of California's comparison
group have been slightly higher than the increases for the State
University's comparison group, a fact which almost certainly has
contributed to the more favorable paraty figures for the University
in the 1981-82 projections. The reason for this is simply the fact
that the University of California's comparison institutions are
either more wealthy or more favored by State Legislatures than are
the comparable institutions for the State University, at least at the
present time.

Because this 18 a preliminary report, estimates of the projected

increases for the comparison institutions are not as firm as they

will be in the Spring, when updated information will be available for
the 1980-81 year. Nevertheless, the data available now do prompt the
conclusion that the parity figures for both segments are probably
understated. In neither case, however, does 1t appear likely that
any conceivable increases in comparison 1institution salaries will
produce parity figures for the California segments that will match
the rate of increase in the cost-of-living. The fact that salary

increases for California faculty have averaged just over 12 percent
for the past two years will assure a lead over either comparison

group in the current year.
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TABLE 8

PROJECTED UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA PARITY REQUIREMENTS
USING ALTERNATIVE RATES OF GROWTH AT COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

Item

Comparison Insti-
tution 1979-80
Salaries
University of

California 1980-81
Salaries

Rate of Increase
in Comp. Inst.
Salaries

Comparison Inst.
1981-82 Projection

Parity Requirement

Rate of Increase
C.I. 1981-82 Proj.

Farity Requirement

Rate of Increase
C.I. 1981-82 Proj.

Parity Requirement

Rate of Increase
C.I. 1981-82 Proj.

Parity Requirement

Rate of Increase
C.I. 1981-82 Proj.

Parity Requirement

Associate Assistant
Professor Professor Professor  All Ranks
$34,794 $23,528 $18,372 $29,527
37,905 25,390 21,044 32,281
6.0% 6.0% 6 0% -
39,004 26,436 20,643 33,176
- - -- + 2.8%
7.0% 7.0% 7.0% -
39,836 26,937 21,034 33,805
-- -- -- + 4.7%
8.0% 8.0% 8.0% -
40,583 27,443 21,429 34,440
-- -- -- + 6.7%
9 0% 9.0% 9.0% -
41,338 27,954 21,828 35,080
-- -- -- + 8.7%
10.0% 10.0% 10.0% -
42,101 28,469 22,230 35,727
-- -~ - +10.7%
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TABLE 9

PROJECTED CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
PARITY REQUIREMENTS USING ALTERNATIVE RATES OF GROWTH

AT COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

Associate Assistant

Item Professor Professor Professor Instr. A1l Ranks
Comparison Insti- 529,407 $22,494 518,066 514,103 $25,168
tution 1979-80

Salaries

Cal. St. Univ. & 33,359 25,850 21,069 18,407 28,787
Col. 1980-81

Salaries

Rate of Increase 6.0Y% 6.0% 6.0% &6,0% --
In Comp. Inst.

Salaries

Comparison Insti- 33,042 25,274 20,299 15,846 28,279
tution 1981-82

Projection

Parity Requirement - ~ -~ -- -1 8%
Rate of Increase 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% --
C.I. 1981-82 Proj. 33,668 25,753 20,683 16,146 28,815
Parity Requirement -- -- -- -- +0.1%
Rate of Increase §.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% --
C.I. 1981-82 Proj. 34,300 26,237 21,072 16,450 29,356
Parity Requirement -~ -- - -- +2.0%
Rate of Increase 9.0% 9.0% 9 0% 9.0% -
C.I. 1981-82 Proj. 34,938 26,725 21,464 16,756 29,902
Parity Requirement - -- - -- +3.9%
Rate of Increase 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% --
C.I. 1981-82 Proj. 35,582 27,218 21,860 17,065 30,453
Parity Requirement -- -- -- - +5.8%
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CHAPTER 1V

FACULTY SALARIES AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

As noted 1n several previous faculty salary reports, both four-year
segments and several of their faculty organizations have relied to an
lncreasing extent on economic trends throughout the country to
justify salary increases higher than the amounts indicated to be
necessary through a strict reliance on the comparison institution
projections. In particular, they have pointed to the annual changes
in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and to comparison studies which
have shown that faculty have lost ground not only to inflation but
also to other occupational groups. One of the faculty organizations,
the United Professors of California, has offered a considerable
amount of testimony which is designed to show that professionals in a
given field are pa:d considerably more by the business community than
they are by higher education institutions. To this, the American
Association of University Professors (AAUP) has added 1ts voice
through 1ts annual reports on the economic status of the profession.
The opening paragraph of the most recent 1ssue of Academe, the
Association's official publication, set the tone:

Over the past year the economic status of college and
university professors suffered its sharpest single-year
setback 1n memory. Despite relatively more generous
salary 1increases, the unexpectedly high inflation rate
produced greater declines in real salaries than were
reflected in even the most pessimstic forecasts in last
vear's report. The prospects for the Coming year are not
much better. 10/

The article goes on to show how salaries have declined both in "real"
terms (1.e., 1n relation to the increases in inflation) and 1in
comparison to other occupational groups.

Inflation refers to a condition of rising prices without a
corresponding rise in value. It means that the same food purchased
at a prior time costs more today and that the rent or purchase price
for living quarters is also increasing, as are the costs of fuel,
utilities, clothing, furniture, and virtuslly everything else. But
defining inflation and measuring 1t are two entirely different
problems and there 1s great dispute over the latter.

In the United States and in some other parts of the world, the
standard for measuring inflation has been the Consumer Price Index
(CPI) which 15 2 measure of the 1ncreases in prices of a host of
goods and services normally purchased by consumers. The CPI includes
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measurements within seven broad categories and 45 subcategories of
expenditure. Within the subcategories, measurements are made of an
additional 208 goods and services, all of which are welghted to
reflect their relative importance to the overall average. All of
these 1tems are shown 1n Appendix I.

The principal complaint with the CPI concerns the weight given to
housing costs compared to other components of the index. Housing
accounts for about 45 percent of the total with 21.3 percent related
directly to "Home purchase," and "Financing, taxes, and insurance "
By contrast, only 6.0 percent 1s allocated to changes in rental
rates 11/ Since the costs of home purchase are heavily modified by
the tax advantages and capital appreciation that accrue to the buyer,
several respected analysts have argued that the CPI 1s skewed toward
a2 higher level than the "real" rate of inflation should indicate.

Other attacks on the CPI involve a number of value Judgments. For
example, the CPI gives a weight of 5.619 percent to the purchase of
gasoline which does not reflect recent reductions in gasoline
consumption caused by higher prices. Similarly, over the past few
years, new car purchases have declined and automobile maintenance
and repair costs increased. These and other significant changes may
not be reflected in the index since the welghts were determined by
spending patterns that existed in 1972-73. 12/ Others criticize the
index on the grounds that it fails to include items such as the cost
of privately controlled hosp:itals and sanitariums, international
exchange rates for Americans traveling abroad, and increases 1n
certain fringe benefits such as employer furnished meals and
clothing, the last of which could have a depressing effect on the
index. Finally, the CPI does not take into account the effect of
escalating tax brackets for both state and federal and income taxes,
a point about which more will be said later.

Those who have criticized the CPI often suggest other indices to
meéasure 1increases 1in the cost-of-living. Popular alternatives
include various price deflators including those for personal
consumption expenditures (PCE), the gross national product, and the
gross domestic product. In addition, the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(authors of the CPI)} has alternative indices for producer prices,
consumer expenditures, and family budgets, as well as several
permutations and combinations of parts of the CPI such as "All items
less food," "All items less home purchase and mortgage interest
costs,” "All items less medical care,” "Commodities less food,"
"Nondurables," "Energy," and "All 1tems less energy,” among others
Looking at the debate and the host of indicators available, one is
frequently left with the impression of an impenetrable maze.

Of all of the indicators of inflation that are proposed as an
alternative to the CPI, the PCE appears to be receiving the most
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attention. Published by the U.S. Department of Commerce as a monthly
index similar to the CPI, 1t measures price increases according to a
slightly different formula., Principal among these differences 1s
the indexing of housing costs. The Bureau of Labor Statistics counts
increases in the cost of private homes and the financing costs
associated therewith as increases in the cost-of~living. The
Department of Commerce view 1s that home purchases are private
investments and that the cost of housing should be determined by
rental rates or rental equivalencies (1.e., the amount of money a
privately owned home would cost 1f 1t were rented). Commerce defines
housing as the "rent paid for tenant-occupied dwellings, the imputed
rental value of owner-occupied dwellings, and purchases of lodging
at hotels, motels, lodging houses, and school dormitories." 13/

A comparison between the CPI and the PCE 1s shown in Chart 1 for the
twelve year period between 1968-69 and 1980-81. The data for that
chart are shown in Table 10.

CHART 1

ANNUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX CCPI)
AND THE PERSOMAL COMSUMPTION EXPEMDITURES IWDEX ¢PCE)
1968-€0 THRCUGH 1388-81
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TABLE 10
COMPARISON BETWEEN THE ANNUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN THE

CONSUMER PRICE INDEX AND THE PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES INDEX
1968-69 TO 1980-81

Personal Consumption

Year Consumer Price Index Expenditures Index
1968-69 4.6% 4.2%
1969~70 5.9 4.9
1970-71 5.2 4.4
1971-72 3.6 4.1
1972-73 4.0 3.8
1973-74 9.0 8 3
1974-75 11.1 10.5
1975-76 7.1 61
1976-77 5.8 5.2
1977-78 6 7 6.0
1978-79 9.4 7.8
1979-80 13.3 10.8
1980-81 10.5 9.7
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It 15 noteworthy that the PCE exceeded the CPI 1n only one of the
twelve years noted (1971-72) and was less than the CPI 1n the
remaining eleven. Undonbtedly, the effect of rapidly escalating
housing prices and financing costs over the past decade has had a
dramatic effect on the CPI. Overall, the average increase 1n the CPI
since 1968-69 has been 7.6 percent while that for the PCE has been
6.5 percent.

In recent years, the Bureau of Labor Statistics has been
experimenting with several alternative indices for homeownership
components. The most interesting of these for the purposes of thas
analysis 1s the "Rental Equivalence" measure which, according to
BLS, estimates "the rental value of all owner occupied homes in the
base period compiled from a specific question asked on the 1972-73
Consumer Expenditure Survey. This covers the entire stock of owned
homes." 14/ With this adjustment, the CPI begins to look much more
like the PCE 1index as shown in Table 11 and Chart 2, especially
during the past two years.

TABLE 11

COMPARTSON BETWEEN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (CPI), THE RENT
EQUIVALENT INDEX FOR THE CPI, AND THE PERSONAL
CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES INDEX (PCE)

DECEMBER 1968 THROUGH DECEMBER 1980

CPI Rent
Year CPI Equivalent Index PCE
1968 4.7% 3.9% 4.2%
1969 6.1 5.2 5.1
1970 3.5 4.5 4.3
1971 3.4 3.5 4.0
1972 3.4 33 3.4
1973 8.8 85 8.2
1974 12.2 11.1 11 6
1975 7.0 6.6 5.9
1976 4.8 5.1 4.8
1977 6.8 6.3 5.7
1978 9.0 7.9 7.6
1979 13 3 10.8 10.9
1980 13 6 N/A 9.2
Average 7.6% 6 4% 6.5%

There are, of course, other difficulties with the CPI. First, the
BLS has never claimed that the CPI 1s truly a measure of the cost of
living. Their definition 1ncludes the following:

—22-



CHART 2

COMPARISON OF THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX (CPID, THE RENT EQUIVALENT
INDEX FOR THE CPI, AND THE PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES INDEX CPCE)
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The Consumer Price Index (CPI) measures the average change
1o prices of all types of consumer goods and services
purchased by urban wage earners and clerical workers. The
index does not measure changes in the total amount
families spend for living; geographic area indexes do not
measure relative differences in prices or living costs
between areas. 15/ (Emphasis added)

Secondly, some claim that the CPI not only fails to measure i1nflation

accurately, 1t also contributes to 1t. As Kristine Dillon and Robert
Linnell note:

A very good case can be made that the technical basis of
the CPI 1s an important contributor to inflation. About
one-quarter of the population has some i1ncome 1indexed to
the CPI (Social Security recipirents, federal and military
retirees, many wage earners' union contracts and some
1nformal agreements) If the CPI overstates inflation, as
we will argue, then this vast group receiving CPI-indexed
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wage increases will be given larger increases than
required to meet inflation which, 1in turn, will cause
additional inflation. 16/

A final criticism of the CPI (and of the PCE as well) concerns the
effect of income taxes and Social Security payments on disposable
income. Neither of these 1ndices (or any other of the indices
available) takes into account the effect of tax bracket escalation
caused by inflation or the effect of rising mandatory contributions
to the Social Security system, contributions which will undergo
another increase as of January 198i. This problem 1s discussed in
Appendix J.

One positive feature of the CPI that 1is unique 18 1te local, state,
and regional flexibility; it 1s the only major index that provides
any picture of the changes in the cost-of-living within California
and 1ts major metropolitan areas. The percentage increases for each
of these are shown in Table 12. Comparisons between the United
States CPI and the California CPI are shown in Chart 3 with further
breakdowns for the three SMSAs that comprise the California index
shown in Chart 4. 17/

In general, while the national, state, and local percentage
increases are very similar for the past ten vears, there are a few
notable exceptions. First, the ten-year average for the San Diego
area 1s a full percentage point higher than the national average and
nine-tenths of a point higher than the California average. In San
Diego, the CPI has run ahead of the national average for each of the
past six years and substantially shead (four or more peints) in the
last two. In turn, this has caused the CPI for California to be 1.3
percentage pornts higher than the national average for the 1979-80
fiscal year. This difference seems to be due almost entirely to
housing prices. TFor example, the cost of homeownership for the
entire nation since 1967 has increased 215.4 percent, a figure
exceeded only slightly by Los Angeles/Orange County over the same
period at 225 3 percent. In San Diego, however, the increase has
been 325.9 percent, the highest in the nation. To put this ain
perspective, a home costing $20,000 in 1967 would cost an average of
$63,080 nationally (in 1980), $65,060 in the Los Angeles/Orange
County area, and $85,180 1n San Diego. Because of the large weaght
given to the costs of homeownership in the CPI, 1t 18 not surprising
that San Diego's average has run significantly ahead of both the
nat:onal and state indexes.

Anyone who has followed the course of the United States economy over
the past several years is aware that the task of projecting into the
future 1s fraught with daifficulties. Among the many who offer
predictions of the future of inflation, three are mentioned here:
(1) the Bank of America's Economic Outlook 1981--California Report;
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TABLE 12

ANNUAL CHANGES IN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX FOR THE UNITED STATES,
CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH-ANAHEIM, SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND,

AND SAN DIEGO
1970-71 THROUGH 1979-80

Los Angeles-
Long Beach-  San Francisco-

U.s. California Anaheim Oakland San Diego

Year CPI CPI CPI CPI CPI
1970-71 5.2% 4,6% 4.4% 4.6% 5.0%
1971~72 3.6 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.4
1972-73 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.2 4.7
1973-74 9.0 7.5 8.0 7.3 8.5
1974-75 11.1 11.6 11.5 11.2 11.5
1975-76 7.1 8.1 8.2 7.9 7.4
1976-77 5.8 6.3 6.9 5.7 5.9
1977-78 6.7 7.2 6.4 8.5 7.2
1978-79 9.4 g.9 8.7 9.3 14.1
1979-80 13.3 14.6 15.1 12.8 17.4
Average 7.5% 7.6% 7.7% 7 5% 8.5%
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(2) The UCLA Business Forecast for California, 1980 to 1984; and (3)
the current predictions of the Research Institute of America.

The Bank of America's comments on 1981 as they relate to inflation
are as follows:

Despite slow growth and relatively high unemployment,
inflation predominates as the most serious problem in the
state. The rise in the California Consumer Price Index
will moderate from the 15 percent expected in 1980, but 1t
will still remain in double digits 1n 1981, approximating
10 percent. As 18 true throughout the country, the
ascending costs of housing, energy, medical care, and food
are primarily responsible for continued inflation

UCLA economists offer three possible alternatives as of their
September 19, 1980 report with relative probabilities offered for
each. Those for the CPI and the PCE are shown in Table 13 and Chart
5. Since the predictions are for calendar rather than fiscal years,
some 1interpolation of the data 1s required but 1f the most likely
scenario, "The UCLA Base Forecast," 1s used, the CPI would be 11.6
percent with the PCE being 9.7 percent in 1980-81. For 1981-82, the
predictions are for price 1increases of 9.6 and 9 7 percent,
respectively. Given this, the UCLA forecast is reasonably close to
the Bank of America prediction of approximately 10.0 percent.

The final projection comes from the Research Institute of America
(RIA), a Washington, D.C. based firm which publishes a weekly
newsletter of general economic news. Their prediction 1s for am
increase in the CPI of 11 to 12 percent over the next twelve months,
beginning October 1, 1980 This, of course, 1includes only three
months of the 1981-82 State fiscal year and the RIA has not offered
any estimates of the CPI rate for all of 1981-82. Their predictions
for CPI increases are, however, in the same general range as the
others.

Given ail of these predictions, Commission staff is assuming (for the
purpose of this analysis) rates of 10.5 percent for the CPI and 9.7
percent for the PCE in 1980-81. These rates are used 1in several
tables 1n this report.
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TABLE 13

PREDICTIONS FOR ANNUAL PERCENTAGE INCREASES IN THE CONSUMER
PRICE INDEX AND THE PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES INDEX
MADE BY THE UCLA GRADUATE SCHOOL OF MANAGEMENT
1980 THROUGH 1984

Years
Item 1980 1981 1982 1983

1984

Prediction No. 1

"The Stagflation
Alternative Forecast"
(Probability -- 20 Percent)

Consumer Price Index 13.1 11.0 11.5 11.5
Personal Consumption 9.2 10.8 12.2 12.5

Expenditures Index

Predaction No. 2
"The UCLA Base Forecast"
(Probability ~- 60 Percent)

Consumer Price Index 13.1 10.1 9.0 8.2
Personal Consumption 9.2 10.0 9.4 8.9

Expenditures Index

Prediction No. 3

"Less Inflation Alter-
native Forecast™
(Probability -- 20 Percent)

Consumer Price Index 13.1 10.1 8.8 7.6

Personal Consumption 9.2 10.0 9.1 8.0
Expenditures Index
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CHAPTER V

COMPARTSONS WITH OTHER OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

In this chapter, several comparisons between California faculty and
other occupational groups are presented with each compared, 1in turn,
to both the Consumer Price Index and the Personal Consumption Expen-
ditures Index. The first two of these, Tables 14 and 15, compare

increases 1n the inflation indices and across-the-board increases
for federal employees, California State employees, and University
and State University faculty since 1960-61. In addition, Charts 6,
7, and 8 contain graphic displays of the same data. Chart 6 shows

the full period between 1960-61 and 1980-81 with Chart 7 showing the
first ten years of the period and Chart 8 the years since 1970-71.

These tables and charts show that the decade of the 19605 was a
favorable one for public employees in general and for California
State employees 1n particular since their across-the-board increases
were almost twice as high as the annual change 1n the inflation rate.
Faculty fared well also as the average for the University and the
State University was also considerably higher than the increases in
the cost-of-living indices, although not as high as for the federal
civil service. In the 1970s, however, only State employees kept pace
with the PCE while no group (including State employees) was able to
match the average increase in the CPI. Thus, the statement that
faculty have lost ground in real dollar terms over the past ten years
1s certainly accurate even though a consideration of the prior ten
years shows that Universaity of California faculty are currently
about 7.6 percent behind the CPI since 1960 while State University
faculty are slightly ahead (by 3.2 percent relative to the CPI).

Tables 16 and 17 show actual dollar and indexed values for California
Associate Professors and seven other professional groups surveyed by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The salaries for the comparison
occupations range from 26 6 percent below to 20.0 percent above the
average salaries for Unmiversity Associate Professors in 1961-62 and
20.9 percent below to 29.3 percent above the average salaries for
State University Associate Professors 1n the same year
Unfortunately, the data compiled by the Bureau are current only
through 1979 but an updated report 1is expected early in 1981. If
that update becomes available 1in time, new figures will be presented
1n the final salary report to be submitted to the Commission in Apral
of 1981. 18/

It should also be noted that the rank of Associate Professor has been
used instead of an all-ranks average since the latter is distorted by
the increase in the number of faculty at the Professor rank. When
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TABLE 14

COMPARISON BETWEEN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX,
THE PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES INDEX, AND
INCREASES FOR FEDERAL AND STATE EMPLOYEES AND
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES FACULTY
1960-61 THROUGH 1980-81

Federal State University Calif. State

Civil Civil of University

Year CPI PCE Service Service California and Coileges
1960-61 1.3% 1.5% 7.6% 6.2% 7.5% 7.5%
1961-62 1.1 1.2 00 6.0 6.0 0.0
1962-63 1.2 1.6 0.0 6.6 0.0 6 0
1963-64 1.3 1.6 5.6 6.1 5.0 5.0
1964-65 1.5 1.4 8.7 0.8 0.0 0.0
1965-66 2.3 2.3 0.0 4.4 7.0 10.0
1966-67 2.9 2.8 6.6 4.5 2.5 6.7
1967-68 3.6 3.2 4.6 5.1 5.0 5.0
1968-69 4.6 4.2 4.9 5.7 5.0 7.5
1969-70 5.9 4.9 9.1 5.6 5.0 50
1970-71 5.2 4.4 6.0 5.2 0.0 0.0
1971-72 3.6 4.1 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1972-73 4.0 3.8 5.4 9.0 9.0 8.4
1973-74 9.0 8.3 5.2 11.7 5.4 7.5
1974-75 11.1 10.5 4.7 5.3 5.5 5.3
1975-76 7.1 6.1 5.4 6.7 7.2 7.2
1976-77 5.8 .2 5.0 6.6 4.3 4 3
1977-78 .7 6.0 7.0 7.5 5.0 5.0
1978~79 .4 .8 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
1979-80 13.3 16.8 7.0 14.5 14.5 14.5
1980-81 (10.5) (9.7) (8.0) 9.8 9.8 9.8
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TABLE 15

COMPARISON BETWEEN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX,

THE PERSONAL CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURES INDEX, AND
INCREASES FOR FEDERAL AND STATE EMPLOYEES AND
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES FACULTY (INDEXED)
1960-61 THROUGH 1980-81 19/

Federal State University Calif. State

Civil  Civil of University

Year CPI PCE  Service Service California and Colleges
1959-60 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
1960-61 101.3 101.5 107.6 106.2 107.5 107.5
1961-62 102.4 102.7 107.6 1l2.6 114.0 107.5
1962-63 103 6 1o4 4 107.6 120.0 114.0 114.0
1963-64 105.0 166.0 113.6 127.3 119.6 119.6
1964-65 106.6 107.5 123.5 128.3 119.6 119 6
1965-66  109.0 110.0  123.5 134.0 128.0 131.6
1966-67 112.2 113.1  131.7 140.0 131.2 140.4
1967-68 116.2 116.7 137.7 147.2 137.8 147.5
1968-69 121.6 121.6 144.5 155.5 144.7 158.5
1969-70  128.7 127.5 157.6 164.3 151.9 166.4
1970-71 135.4 133.2  167.1 172.8 151.9 166.4
1971-72  140.3 138.6 177.1 172.8 151.9 166.4
1972-73  145.9 143.9 186.7 188.3 165.6 180.4
1973-74 159.0 155.8 1%96.4 210.4 174.5 193.9
1974-75 176.7 172.2  205.6 221.5 184.1 204.2
1975-76  189.2 182.7  216.7 236.4 197.4 218.9
1976-77  200.2 192.2 227.5 252.0 205.9 228.3
1977-78  213.6 203.7 243.5 270.9 216.2 239.8
1978-79  233.7 219.6 256.8 270.9 216.2 239.8
1979-80 264.8 243.3 274.8 310.2 247.5 275.5
1980-81 (292.6) (266.9) 296.8 340.4 271.6 302.3
Ave. Annual

Increases;

1959-60 to 5.3% 4.8% 5.3% 6.0% 4.9% 5.4%
1980-81

1959-60 to 2.8% 2 6% 4.8% 5.1% 3.9% 4.7%
1970-71

1870-71 to 8.0% 7.2% 5.9% 7.0% 6.0% 6 2%
1980-81
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the comparisons are made between California faculty and faculty at
comparison institutions, this distortion can be eliminated by using
a common staffing pattern for all but this cannot be dome for the
groups displayed in Tables 16 and 17; thus, a single rank has been
chosen to reflect more accurately the actual changes. To some
extent, there 1s distortion here too since the number of faculty at
any given step can affect the average for the entire rank.
Nevertheless, 1t 1s still preferable to the all-ranks average 1in this
case.

What Tables 16 and 17 and Chart 9 show 1s that every group surveyed
except Job Analysts has received greater increases since 1961-62
than Umiversity of California Associate Professors and that five of
the seven groups have received greater increases than California
State University and Colleges Associate Professors. Within a per-
centage point or two, this conclusion applies equally well to full
Professors and te Assistant Professors as well, as Table 20 will
demonstrate. During the 1960s, the average increase for the seven
Comparison occupations was 51.6 percent compared to 46.4 percent at
the University and 50.7 percent at the State University, a difference
of between 0.9 and 5.2 percentage points depending on the segment,
In the 19708, however, at least through 1979-80, the comparison pro-
fessions fared even better with an average increase of 82.4 percent
compared to 66.3 percent at the University and 73.4 percent at the
State University, differences of between 9.0 and 16 1 percentage
points for the nine-year period 1involved. Thus, while 1t is
generally recognized that California faculty salaries outpaced the
cost-of-living 1n the 1960s and fell behind 1t 1n the 1970s, other
professional groups were doing better in both decades.

These findings are consistent with those reported by the AAUP and the
latter are shown in Tables 18 and 19. The first shows salaries for
federal employees at three grades, data from a publication of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, and average all-ranks salaries from the
AAUP's own report. The second table shows losses in real income for
the same groups. In Table 18, salaries for the University and the
State University for the same year as the AAUP data have been added.

The salaries listed for faculty in Table 18 are based on nine months
of employment while those for the other occupations are for eleven.
If adjustments are made, all of the faculty averages increase by a
factor of 22.2 percent (the difference between nine months and
elever). This raises the AAUP all-ranks average to 524,591, the
University of Californmia average to $30,967 and the State University
average to $27,379. Yet, even with this adjustment, faculty salaries
are only raised to levels between Buyer IV and Director of Personnel

IIT1, still far below such occupations as engineers, chemists, and
attorneys.
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COMPARISON OF CHANGES IN REAL SALARIES FOR INDIVIDUALS

TABLE 19

IN OTHER PROFESSIONAL AND TECHNICAL GROUPS

Occupational Groups

Academic Salaries

Professor

Associate Professor
Assistant Professor

Instructor

All Ranks

Average Salaries
Professional and

in Selected
Administrative

Fositions i1n Private Industry

Auditor III

Accountant IV
Chief Accountant IV

Attorney IV
Attorney VI
Chemist V

Chemist VII
Engineer VI

Engineer VIII

Job Analyst
Buyer IV
Director of

Basic Annual Pay
Professional and
Employees of the

Grade P8 or
Grade P6 or
Grade P4 or

Source: Academe, page 271 for academic and federal civil service
Percentage changes for positions in pri-
vate industry were derived by Commission staff.

salaries only.

Iv

Personnel III

Rates for
Administrative

Percentage Change in Real Salaries

1969-

to

1979~

- 18.
- 19,
- 18.

i+ +

Federal Government

G5-15
G5-13
GS-11

+
+

+ 4,

—40-

ARV ol =)

i
o= BTN O e
WO 0o L N = N O W

oo
~i G0 O

70
80

1969-70

to

1974-75

L 4+ 4 1

+ 1+ 1

~4

~HFHFOoONPAPARPWDODPRROO ~ O~ ~

QMWLM &N

~ GO =

9%

.8%

[ RN ]

1974-

to

1979-

- 11.
- 12,
- 11.

[ T O

oo O~ W

WOPRMNMOPRFFRME®®RMW
wWwhnoapohNEEOOCE D

75
80

[l = AN



Comparable changes for University and State University faculty are
shown 1n Teble 20 which 1s noteworthy in one respect. In spite of

the fact that faculty at every rank at both segments lost a consider-
able amount to the comparable changes in the Consumer Price Index,

the average salary decreased only slightly and actually increased at
the University of California between 1969-70 and 1974-75, a period of
time i1n which no across-the-board increases were granted 1n two of

the five years involved. At the State University, although ground
was lost 1n real dollars 1n all of the periods surveyed, the losses
for the all-ranks average salary were substantially less than those
experienced at each rank.

The answer to this seeming anomaly lies in the computation of the
averages themselves since they are based on the staffing pattern in
place 1n any year surveyed. If there 1s movement to the upper ranks,
the averages will tend to be higher since the higher paying ranks
will contain more people, consequently receive a greater weight, and
move the averages upward. Thus, the fact that the averages appear to
have lost very little ground to the CPI since 1969~70 probably
represents a distortion of reality in this case. In short,
California faculty have kept pace with inflation only because they
have been promoted to higher ranks and not because of range
adjustments designed to meet the inflationary spiral. It was for
this reason that a single rank, rather than the all-ranks average,
was used for Tables 16 and 17.

In September of 1980, the American Association for Higher Education
(AAHE) published an article which states that the economic position
of the professoriate has deteriorated. 20/ It contains information
not included by the ABAUP such as alternative price ind:ces (to the

CPI) which show lower rates of inflation and more detailed data on

occupational comparisons. Using the same occupational classifica-

tions (and several others) used by the AAUP and relying on the data
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the AAHE makes note of the fact
that other professional groups have made gains relative to faculty

since 1973 1n every category mentioned.
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CHANGES IN REAL SALARIES FOR FACULTY AT THE

TABLE 20

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
1969-70 TO 1979-80

Segment and Faculty Rank
University of California
Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor
All Ranks

California State University
and Colleges

Professor
Associlate Professor
Assistant Professor
Instructor

All Ranks

Percentage Change 1n Real Salaries

1969-70
to
1979-80

- 6.6%
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10.

10.

1969-70
1974-75

7%

6%

6%

5%

1974~

to

1979~

75
80

9%

2%

.2%

.2%






CHAPTER VI

SUPPLEMENTAL INCOME AND EXTERNAL COMPETITION FOR TALENT

As noted in Chapter V, almost all comparisons between faculty
salaries and the salaries of other professional groups omit one
important point, the fact that academic salaries are based on
approximately nine months of employment while those to which they are
compared are based on approximately eleven. The shorter work year
for faculty certainly provides time for additional income and thais
fact has raised questions about the use of that time. For example,
all of the studies that have emanated from the academic community
point to the salary deficiencies of faculty relative to the cost of
living and to other occupations but the question remains whether
salaries have really lagged behind when "full-year" earnings are
considered. In addation, ethical questions have been raised about
research, teaching, and other responsibilities taken on by faculty
1n addition to their normal responsibilities.

There 1s a considerable body of data on the outside activities of
faculty. In this regard, the previously mentioned study by Dillon
and Linnell may be a good point of departure. 21/ It indicates that,
because of supplemental income, faculty are not in as poor an
economic position as the data from the AAUP might indicate. They
also noted a study by Everett Carll Ladd and Seymour Martin Lipset
22/ which showed that "85 percent of faculty at both doctoral and the
broader group of doctoral, comprehensive, and liberal arts
institutions earned some supplemental income in 1974 . . .," and
produced a table which showed the distribution of the sources of that
income (see Table 21). More recent figures developed by Dillon,
Linnell, and Marsh 23/ for the 1977-78 academic year give an
indication of the types of faculty members that receive income from
supplemental activities. These figures are shown 1n Table 22.
Finally, even more recent data has been published by John Minter
Associates for 1979-80 24/ which indicates that 83.0 percent of
faculty at four-year institutions other than liberal arts colleges
receive some outside income and that, among those receiving any
income at all, the average amount received ranges from a low of
$4,118 for Associate Professors at comprehensive universities and
colleges to $7,404 for full Professors at research universities. The
highest participation rate occurs among full Professors at private

research universities where 93.8 percent are engaged 1n some outside
work.

Table 22 shows that Professors receiving the greatest number of

opportunities for outside income and the largest supplemental
incomes are in those disciplines most useful to the business
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TABLE 21

PERCENT OF FACULTY INDICATING FIRST OR SECOND
LARGEST SOURCE OF SUPPLEMENTAL INCOME ™

1974-75
Percentage
A1l Doctorate/
Doctorate Comprehensive/
Source of Income Institutions Liberal Arts
Summer Teaching 27% 39%
Teaching Elsewhere 10 12
Consulting 37 29
Private Practice 7 7
Royalties 15 iz
Lectures/Speech Feecs 15 13
Research Salaries 18 14
"Other" Sources 20 20
No Supplemental Income 11 11
TABLE 22
SUPPLEMENTAL INCOME AS A PERCENTAGE OF BASE SALARY
FOR FACULTY IN ELEVEN ACADEMIC DISCIPLINES
AT TWELVE RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES*
1977-78
Percent for Percent Percent
Percent for Faculty Earning With Without
Total Group Any Qutside Inc. Outside Qutside
Discipline Number Percent Number Percent Earnings Earnings
English 235 9.6% 134 16.7% 57.0% 43.0%
Foreign
Language 146 4.3 51 12.3 34.9 65.1
Philosophy 64 7.0 33 14.2 51.6 48.4
Baychology 188 13.4 148 18.0 78 7 21.3
Economics 101 11.8 63 19.6 62.4 37.6
Sociology 76 15.4 52 21.7 68.4 31.6
Chemistry 115 18.0 92 22.1 80.0 20.0
Physics 126 17.0 105 20.6 83.3 16.7
Biology 147 14.8 108 19.7 73.5 26.5
Business 284 22.8 246 26.7 86.6 13.4
Engineering 534 19.0 438 23.1 82.0 18.0
Totals 2,016 15.8% 1,470 21.5% 72.9% 27.1%
*Surveyed institutions included: Columbia U y U. of Michigan, U. of
Missouri, U. of Pennsylvanmia, U. of Pittsburg, Princton U., U. of

Rochester, Syracuse U., U.

U., and the U. of Wisconsin.
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community. For example, the highest participation rates are in the
fields of business, physics, engineering, and chemistry (in that
order) while the lowest are 1in foreign languages, philosophy,
English, and economics Those faculty earning the most money are in
business, engineering, chemistry, and physics and those earning the
least 1n relation to base salary are in foreign 1languages,
philosophy, English, and economics, exactly the same group as
before Overall, 72.9 percent of the faculty surveyed earned
supplemental income equal to at least one percent of their
1nstitutional salaries but 1t 18 clear that the variance is very
great from discipline to discaiplane.

Several voices within the academic community have pointed to these
findings with increasing concern. Dillon and Linnell hi1ghi:ght some
of the dangers:

These data comparing earnings from research versus
teaching take on additional meaning when the findings from
our work with the Ladd-Lipset data are recalled. While
faculty who earned more supplemental income did more
research and were no less 1involved 1n 1nstitutional
affairs, they did spend less time teaching and were less
interested 1n teaching relative to research. Furthermore,
the income variable most negatively correlated with time
spent teaching was not supplemental income, but base
salary.

If financial incentives are such that traditional
institutional activities appear to be rewarded less than
1n previous years while "extra" activities result not only
in more competitive earnings but also 1in higher
i1nstitutional salaries, many faculty will reach the
conclusion that their universities want them to be
involved 1n an 1ncreased share o supplemental
professional work. In fact, comparison of proportional
numbers of four-year college faculty 1involved 1n
consulting for pay indicates this 1s exactly what has been
happening over time. According to survey responses from
1962 to 1975, the proportion of faculty doing paxd
consulting increased from 13% to 48%. 25/

The question of outside income 1s a seriocus one for higher education.
When purchasing power diminishes due to inflation, 1t 18 1nevitable
that employees, including faculty, will seek additional compensation
from other sources. In many professions, this may not be detrimental
but in colleges and universities, the existence of several employers
can diminish institutional loyalties and i1dentities with the result
that sound planning and a concern for good teaching may be relegated
to a level of secondary importance.
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External Competition for Talent

A problem related to that of faculty external activities or
"moonlighting" 1s that of competition from business, industry, and
government for the most talented young graduates. In the past few
vears, higher education institutions have had an increasingly
difficult time recruiting talented new faculty members in certain
fields, especrally in business related and high technology areas. At
present, most of the "evidence" for this is anecdotal since 1t 1s
very difficult to compile statistics on the number of people who
don't join a particular faculty. Nevertheless, the number of voices
being added to the proposition that recruiting 1s becoming more
difficult, as well as the stridency of many of them, begins to create
the impression that the problem 1s a real one in some disciplines.

In the article quoted below, the problem was discussed:

Universities are finding it almost impossible to recruit
new faculty members in some technical subjects. The
shortage 1s most acute 1n computer science, where
overworked departmental chairmen are talking freely of an
academic manpower crises. The supply of young faculty
members 1s also drying up ominously 1in many engineering
disciplines, though engineers are generally not as badly
off as their computing colleagues. 26/

The article goes om to note that the College Placement Council
reported that "engineers got 63 percent of all offers received by
this year's graduates,'" nationwide. Also, and of particular note 1in
California are these comments:

- - 10 practice everyone has to bend to the winds of the
Job market.

For example, the University of California has no salary
differential between subjects, in theory. But in fact the
administration has some flexibility to appoint individuals
to higher points on the scale. "It 1is entirely possible--
and it often happens--that an assistant professor 1in
engineering or economics (another shortage subject) might
receive the same salary as an associate professor 1in
history or English," said UC president David Saxon.

However, the new chancellor of UC Berkeley, Michael
Heyman, said: "My intuition tells me that whatever you do
to differentiate, vou cannot do 1t by more than about 20
percent, or the rest of the faculty will find 1t
unacceptable."
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But at many institutions the differences between starting
salaries are already at least 20 percent. Accurate
figures are not available, but an informal survey suggests
that a new assistant professor at an American research
university today could expect to draw a salary of $18,000
in the humanities and $23,000 in computer science. 27/

Certainly, the problem is not confined to research universities and
may well be more severe in the Californmia State University and
Colleges, where budgetary (and salary) flexibility has generally not
been as great as at the University of California. In a recent agenda
item presented to the Board of Trustees on September 23, 1980, the
case for a more flexible salary structure was presented, a major part
of which dealt with what might be termed "high competition" fields.

recent developments have significantly increased the
limitations of the present salary scale and have made it
1mperative that the scale be modified. (One) of these 1is
increased competition for qualified faculty. As students
move 1nto fields which they believe will lead to jobe, we
have seen a continuous increase in the number of students
majoring in such fields as engineering, accounting,
nursing, criminal justice, and computer science.
Unfortunately, these are the very fields 1n which there 1s
the most competition for faculty from business, industry,
and public agencies.

At the meeting where this item was discussed, several State
University presidents stated strongly that they were unable to hire
qualified faculty in the fields listed 1n the agenda item and
reported several instances of long-term vacancies and the fi1lling of
some positions with marginally qualified individuals.

It has long been known that the State University's salary system,
compared to those of most colleges and universities across the
country, is unusually rigid. At the four ranks of Imstructor through
full Professor there are five steps at each rank and "merit"
1ncreases through those steps are virtually automatic. The effect of
this system can be seen in Charts 10 through 13 where the percentage
of faculty at the fifth step of each rank has steadily increased as
of the 1979-80 academic year. The new propoeal 1s shown 1n Table 23
and contains a total of 57 steps with 2.5 percent 1ncreases between
steps compared to the old schedule with only 20 steps and 5 percent
i1ncreases between steps. The difference 1s even more striking at the
top three professorial ranks where the current 15 steps are proposed
for expansion to 48. In addition, the State University Chancellor
intends to introduce a real merit system where step increases will
not be automatic but based on peer review as in most other
institutions. The purpose of such a change 1s to permit greater
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hiring flexibility as well as to provide incentives to tenured
faculty to be more productive.

At the University of California, there 1s almost no impaction at the
top step. Table 24 and Chart 10 show that 61.4 percent of State
University faculty in 1979-80 were at the top step; at the
University, only 2.8 percent were at that step, as Table 25 and Chart
14 indicate. The probable reason for this difference 1s that the
University uses a merit system in which both step 1ncreases and
promotions are not automatic. Where annual increases for State
University faculty are virtually automatic, University faculty
generally wait two or three years before receiving step increases.
This 1s shown in Table 26. It 1s for this reason that a beginning
faculty member 1s actually better off in the State University system
for the first 23 years even though the University has a higher salary
structure. This 1s shown 1n Table 27 and Charts 15 through 18.

TABLE 24

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
FACULTY DISTRIBUTION BY RANK AND STEP

1979-80
Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Totals
Professor
Number 489 463 472 436 3,893 5,753
Percent 8.5% 8.0% 8.29% 7.6% 67.7% 100.0%
Associate
Professor
Number 346 399 445 500 1,512 3,202
Percent 10 8 12.5 13.9 15.6 47.2 100.0
Assistant
Professor
Number 36 94 252 274 1,284 1,940
Percent 1.9 4.8 13.0 14.1 66.2 100.0
Totals
| Number 871 956 1,169 1,210 6,689 10,8495
Percent 8.0 8.8 10.7 11.1 6l1.4 100.0
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CHAPTER VII

PROJECTED COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES AND AT THEIR RESPECTIVE
COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

The projected 1981-B2 cost of fringe benefits at the University of
California and the California State University and Colleges 1s shown
in Table 28.

Fringe benefits for faculty consist of retirement, Social Security,
unemployment 1insurance, Workmen's Compensation, health insurance,
life insurance, and disability i1nsurance. The largest component of
the benefit package 1s retirement, which amounts to approximately 80
percent of all countable fringe benefits at the University and 70
percent at the State University. This single factor has a profound
effect on the usefulness of the data in Table 28, since the
employer's cost of providing a retirement program may bear only an
indirect relationship to the benefits received by the employee.

There are, of course, many different types of retirement programs 1n
operation across the country. Some are funded by public agencies,
some through private associations, and others through insurance
companies. In some cases, the public retirement program 1s self-
contained within the instatution (e.g., the University of California
Retirement System=-~UCRS). In other cases, the program includes
public agencies outside of postsecondary education (e.g., the Public
Employees Retirement System--PERS, which includes State University
faculty and nonacademic employees along with most other State
employees),

Because the payments to and the benefits from these fringe benefit
programs vary widely, 1t 1s virtually impossible to make a precise
determination of the benefits received by analyzing dollar
contributions. Additionally, there are the problems of vesting and
portabilaty. Some retirement systems become vested with the
employee after only a year or two, while others require considerably
longer. A faculty member who works in one system for four years may
not yet have his benefits vested, while a faculty member i1n another
system may enjoy the vesting benefit. An employee who leaves a
retirement program prior to vesting receives no bemefits in spite of
the fact that payments have been made by his or her employer.
Further, some retirement programs permit an employee to carry the
employer's contributions with him when he goes to a new employer;
others do not. This feature, generally referred to as "portability,"
can be a major benefit, but it 1s not reflected in the cost figures
that are currently used to indicate the relative status of University
and State University faculty vis-a-vis their comparison groups.
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TABLE 28

ALL-RANKS AVERAGE COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA
STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES, REQUIRED
TO EQUAL THE COMPARISON INSTITUTION
PROJECTIONS FOR 1981-82

Comparison Projected
Institution Percentage
Cost of Projected Cost of Increase
Fringe Benefits Fringe Benefits Required:
Institution in 1980-81 in 1981-82 1981-82
University of $8,537 5,864 -31.31%"
California
California State $7,975 §5,739 -28 037°
University and
Colleges

1. Adjusted for the effect of a +2.71 percent range adjustment.

2. Adjusted for the effect of a -2.59 percent range adjustment.

Another 1ngredient in the fringe benefit stew 1s the fact that not
all benefits are inciuded in the current methodology. For example,
some 1nstitutions may offer, in addition to retirement programs:
Social Security contributions, medical insurance, and the like; such
1tems ag tuition waivers or reductions for dependents; free athletic
tickets, dental 1nsurance; discounted housing; and similar
prerequisites Such financial incentives for faculty may not be
reflected in the comparisons at the present time since 1t can be very
difficult to assign a monetary value to them, but they could have
much to do with the overall attractiveness of a university to a
prospective (or continuing) faculty member.

For these reasons, a caveat included in several previous salary
reports should again be stressed: the reliability of the fringe
benefit data shown in Table 28 1s limited and should be used with the
utmost caution! Until better data become available, the segmental
view that fringe benefits for faculty should correspond to those for
all other State employees, 1s probably the most reasonable.
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CHAPTER VIII

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

When all of the factors relating to faculty salaries ino 1981-82 are
examined, 1t 15 difficult to find even one factor or set of factors
that point conclusively to a specific decision. If the data from the
comparison 1nstitutions are examined, one could conclude that
faculty are entitled to a very small increase 1n the case of the
University of California or to an actual decrease 1n the case of the
California State University and Colleges. This conclusion could be
reinforced by the fact that faculty have not lost ground to inflatien
over the past twenty years and the additional fact that many have
opportunities for outside income that do not accrue to professionals
who work a full eleven or twelve month year Finally, 1t may well be
argued that the State's only obligation 1s to maintain parity within
the academic community, a condition that would seem to permit both
the University and the State University to continue to recruit and
retain qualified teachers and researchers.

In spite of these arguments, however, other evidence points to a
completely opposite conclusion. For example, 1t 1s clear that
faculty have lost ground to inflation over the past ten vears and
that the range adjustments they have received over the past twenty
years have been less than those granted to California State employees
and to most other professional groups. In addition, there 1s the
fact that the business, industrial, and governmental sectors are
competing successfully for the ablest graduates. Although as this
report states, 1t 1is extremely difficult to develop data on people
who do not accept positions in academe, there 1s a growing body of
testimony that indicates that many institutions are unable to meet
corporate or goveromental competition, particularly in scientific
and technological fields. Thus, each argument that faculty salaries
should or should not be increased, appears to be balanced by another
that points to the opposite conclusion.

In this preliminary report on faculty salaries, the Commission has
attempted to examine the salary question from as many different
perspectives as possible and to reach some tentative conclusions
from the data. These conclusions are listed below:

1. University of California and California State Unyiversaty
and Colleges faculty have a salary and fringe benefit
advantage over the combined average salary paid by their
comparison institutions in the current year (1980-81).
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The preliminary data presented in this report show that
University of California faculty are 2 7 percent below
and that California State University and Colleges
faculty are 2.6 percent above the projected salaries at
their respective comparison institutions for 1981-82.
These projections are based on the average annual
1ncrease granted to comparison 1nstitution faculty in
the years 1974-75 through 1979-80. However, given the
rapid increases in inflation over the past few years, it
seems probable that the actual increases granted to
comparison institution faculty in both the current year
and the budget year will be greater than the averages for
the previous five years.

In most cases, employees 1n other professions have
received greater salary increases than faculty at either
the University or the State University over the past ten
years, although State University faculty have fared
slightly better than University faculty. In the decade
of the 1960s, faculty generally kept pace with other
professional groups but their position has eroded
throughout the 1970s.

While California faculty salaries have fallen behind

those of California civil service employees over the

past ten years (losing an average of one percent per year
between 1970-71 and 1980-81), they have kept pace with
those of State employees over the past three years and

with the salaries paid by their comparison institutions
over the past two decades.

While recent national studies show that most faculty
receive some supplemental income (The definition of
supplemental 1income includes such activities as summer
school and extemsion teaching, research and consulting
contracts, royalties from publications and inventions,
and other items.), this fact 1s not reflected in any of
the data supplied by either the American Association of
University Professors or other representatives of
faculty organizations. This tends to understate the
total compensation faculty receive. However, while
there are recent and comprehensive national data on this
subject, there 1s 1little detailed information for
California. The national data lead to the conclusion
that opportunities for outside income are not evenly
distributed across or within discaiplines but
concentrated in such areas as business, some of the
physical sciences, computer science, and engineering and
1n certain specialties within those disciplines.
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Although there 18 virtually no empirical evidence to
prove that colleges and universities are losing capable
young graduates to business, industry, and government,
there 1s mounting and increasingly credible testimony
which suggests that academic departments in such
disciplines as business, computer science, engineering,
and some of the physical sciences, are not recruiting as
successfully as 1n prior years. The available
information points to salary and benefit deficiencies as
the principal cause of recruitment failures.

The existing salary structure in the California State
University and Colleges and the procedures by which that
structure 18 administered have produced a system whereby
step 1increases for faculty are wvirtually automatic.
Because of this system, over 61 percent of all State
University faculty at the ranks of professor, associate
professor, and assistant professor, are currently at the
top step as of the 1979-80 year. By contrast, only 2.8
percent of University of Californmia faculty are at the
top step as of the 1980-81 fiscal year. This impaction
hags led the State University Chancellor to conclude that
a much more flexible schedule 1s needed to provide
incentives for advancement, the institution of a true
merit system, and the flexibility to hire faculty in
disciplines where there is substantial competition from
business, industry, and government Given the current
level of impaction, the adoption of a new schedule
incorperating a merit system appears reasonable.

An examination of the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and of
several alternative indices leads to the conclusion that
the CPI has probably overstated the actual rate of
inflation over the past several years and may, due to the
indexing of salaries and government benefit programs to
the CPI, actually have contributed to inflation. The
praincipal reason for this overstatement is the heavy
weighting of the CPI to home purchase and financing
costs rather than to a rental equivalency formula which
15 used by the Department of Commerce to develop the
index for Personal Consumption Expenditures (PCE).

A factor that 1s not considered in any of the price
indices 1s the effect of taxes om disposable income
With the escalation of federal income tax brackets due
to inflation and with the increase in Social Security
taxes that will take effect in January of 1981, 1t 1is
certain that any percentage 1ncrease in gross iocome
will be greater than the percentage 1ncrease 1in
disposable i1ncome
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10.

11.

The California State University and Colleges Trustees
stated that faculty i1n that segment have lost 26.8
percent of their purchasing power since 1968-69
Although their basic argument that losses have been
experienced 1s true, the 26.8 percent figure can be
derived only by using the CPI as an index of inflation,
and the year 1968-69 as a base. If the PCE 1index 1s
used, or 1f a different year 1s chosen as the base, the
losses are not nearly as great.

Having weighed all of the factors discussed in this
report, the Commission concludes that, for 1981-82,
faculty salary range adjustments geared solely to
comparison institution data, or any other single factor,
are 1insufficient. At a time of rapidly changing
economic conditions, intense competition from all
sectors of the society for highly qualified
professionals, and high inflation, 1t 1s imperative that
faculty salaries be set at a level that will ensure, as
much as possible, the maintenance of a competitive
salary structure. Since the comparison methodology was
developed at a time of relative economic stability and
gince that stability does not exist at the present time,
tt will be important for public officials to conmsider
all of the factors discussed in this report.
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FOOTNOTES

See Appendix A.

See Appendix D for the lists of comparison institutions used for
the University of California and the California State Unz-
versity and Colleges.

A Master Plan for Higher Education in California, 1960-1975,
California State Department of Educatlon, Sacramento,
California, 1960, p. 12.

This request came 1n the form of House Resolution No. 250
(Unruh) during the 1964 First Extraordinary Session of the
Legislature (See Appendix B).

Prior to 1973-74, only one report on salaries was 1ssued for
each budget cycle.

The methodology for the faculty salary reports 1s shown 1n
Appendix C. Comparison institutions are shown in Appendix D.

See the discussion on page 24.
Faculty Salaries 1n California Public Higher Education, 1980-

81, California Postsecondary Education Commission, April 1980,
p- 12,

Agenda Item No. 513, Regents of the University of California,
University of ¢ Callfornla, Office of the President, November 12,
1980, p. 2.

Academe, "Regressing Into the Eighties- Annual Report on the
Econemic Status of the Profession," W. Lee Hansen, American
Association of University Professors, p. 260.

The remaining components of the 45 percent for housing include
"Maintenance and repair," (3.6%) "Fuel and other utilities,"
(6.5%) and "Household furnishings and operation," (7.6%).
Source: CPI Detailed Report, U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau
of Labor Statistics, July 1980, p. ¢

Handbook of Labor Statistics 1978, U.S Department of Labor,
Bureau of Labor Stataistics, June 1979, p. 9.

Survey of Current Business, "Monthly Estimates of Personal
Income, Taxes, and Outlays," James C. Byrnes, Gerald F.
Donahoe, Mary W. Hook, and Robert P. Parker, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, November 1979, p. 23.
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16/

18/

20/

23/

24/

CPI Detailed Report, p. 80.

Handbook, p. 9.

Current Issues in Higher Education, Differing Perspectives on
Declining Faculty Salaries, "How Well are Faculty Paid”?
Implications of the Academic Reward Structure,” Kristine Dillon
and Robert Linnell, American Association for Higher Educataion,
Washington, D.C., 1980, p. 3.

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.

It should be noted that the Bureau lists from four to eight
classifications (e.g., Accountant II, Attorney VI, Engineer
VIII, etc.} in 1ts report. To arrive at a single figure for
each professional group, therefore, the middle classifications
have been used or, where the number of classifications 1s an
even number, the two middle classifications have been averaged.

For 1980-81, the CPI 1s estimated at 10.5 percent The PCE 1s
estimated at 9.7 percent since 1t has averaged about one percent
less than the CPI for the past two years. The salary increase
for federal civil service employees has not yet been approved by
Congress but is estimated at 8.0 percent.

Current Issues 1in Higher Education, "The Economic Decline of
the Professoriate in the 80s: What Happened to Faculty Salaries
and What are the Implications?" Peggy Heim, American
Association for Higher Education, September 1980.

Current Issues, Dillon and Linnell.

Survey of the Social, Political, and Educational Perspectives
of American College and University Faculty, Everett Carll Ladd
and Seymour Martin Lipset, University of Connecticut, 1976.

Faculty Compensation- Total University Earnings at Research
Universities, Kristine E. Dillon, Robert H. L1nne11 H.W March
(preliminary draft). University of Southern Cal1fornla Office
of Institutional Studies, 1979.

Chronicle of Higher Education, "Extra Work Found to Add 21
Percent to Base Salaries of Most Professors," Jack Magarrell--
based on a research study performed by John Minter Associates

for the Chronicle, November 17, 1980, p. 1.
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Faculty Compensation.

The Times Higher Education Supplement, "Faculty Shortages Reach

Crisis Point," Clive Cockson, The New York Times, August 8,
1980, p 4.

Ibid.
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TABLE 4
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
Percentage Change in CSUC 1980-81 A1l Ranks Average Cost of Fringe
Benef1ts Required to Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1981-82

Based Upon Compound Rate of Increase in Average Fringe Benefit Costs
(Weighted by Total Faculty by Rank in all Comparison Institutions)

Percentage Change Required

CSUC Average Cost Comparison Group Average Cost in CSUC 1979-80 Average
Academic Rank of Fringe Benefits! of Fringe Benefit Projections Cost of Fringe Benefits
180-81 1981-82
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Professor 58,815 56,397 -27.437
Associate Professor 7,573 5,171 -31.72
Assistant Professor 6,375 4,024 -36.88
Instructor 5,566 3,189 -42.71
All Ranks Average $7,9752 $5,5732 -30.11%
Less 0.5% Turnover &
Promotions, Automatic
Salary/Benefit Adjustment,
and an Adjustment for the
Effect of a -2.59% Range + 146 + 1.84
Increase
Adjusted Parity Requirements $5,739 -28.27%

1. Based on $2,094 plus 19.14 percent of average salary at each rank.

2, Based on CSUC 1979-80 staffing: Professor, 5,753; Associate Professor, 3,202; Assistant Professor, 1,940;
Instructor, 185. Total Faculty: 11,080,
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